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Small Business Crime: The Evaluation of a
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There has been a dearth of evaluation research concerned with assessing the
effectiveness of crime prevention schemesthat aimto reducelevelsof crime committed
against businessesand non-residential propertiesgenerally. Thispaper describesthe
implementation of a scheme aimed at reducing small businesscrime, with aparticular
emphasison burglary inthe county of Mersey side. Detailsof theresultsof an evaluation
of the schemear ethen given. The evaluationfound that contact with a Crime Prevention
Officer significantly reduced level s of crime against businesses. Advice offered by

such expertswas mor e effective than theisolated installation of tar get-har dening
measures. The paper also attemptsto gather evidenceregarding the meansbywhich
and the situationsin which particular crime prevention measures are effective at
reducing levelsof crime.
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Introduction

Anareaof criminology inwhich research hasthe potentia to make animpact on practiceisinthe
evauation of crime prevention initiatives. The current palitical dimate hasencouraged investment
ineva uation studiesin an attempt to increase theimpact of government resources by establishing
which techniques are ‘successful at reducing crime and in which circumstances they succeed.
Thisistheam of anin-depth evaluation, funded by the Home Office, of arecent national burglary
reduction scheme.

Much crime prevention to date, and therefore the mgjority of evauations, have concentrated on
resdential crime, especially residential burglary. For instance, a large-scale evaluation of the
Sdfer Cities programme has been conducted.! The programme was nation-wide, and the evaluation
of itsdomestic burglary element utilized information collected from 300 different schemes. The
evaluation used before-and-after surveysand local police crime statistics. Control areaswere set
up, S0 it was possible to measure the extent to which any changes in the action areas reflected
changes elsewhere. The overal results were comprehensive, showing that the survey and the
crime figures both identified reductions in levels of burglary. Some evidence of displacement,
both to other areas and to other types of crime, was found.

A further residential burglary intervention, the ‘Biting Back' initiative implemented in an area of
Hudderstield, concentrated efforts on victims of repest burglary. An in-depth evaluation of the
scheme proved that it had been successful in reducing both overdl levels of burglary and levels
of repeat burglary against domestic dwellings over its period of operation.*
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An areawhich now needs addressing isthe prevention of crime againgt non-residential properties,
such as schools, businesses or community facilities. Evidence has been found to show that levels
of crime against non-residential properties are often higher than those againgt their residential
counterparts. The Commercial Victimisation Survey, conducted by the Home Office, found that
25 per cent of anationd sample of retailers and 24 per cent of manufacturers had suffered from
at least one burglary in 1994." This can be compared with five per cent of residential households
being burgled in oneyear, according to the British Crime Survey.® A study of burglary conducted
on Merseyside found similar resultsusing police data, reporting that 23.7 per cent of non-residential
properties had experienced burglary in a one-year period, in comparison with 3.3 per cent of
residential properties®

There are severa reasonsfor the relative lack of initiatives focusing on the business sector, and
indeed on the non-residential sector generdly. First, public concern about crime tendsto focus
on the residential community.” Second, the business community often sees crime prevention asa
relatively low priority initsdrive towards profitability, and therefore abaance needsto befound
between profit and security.® Lastly, it is particularly difficult to obtain reliable information on
business victimization; indeed, it isahard enough task just to determine the number of businesses
in operation in an area at aparticular pointin time®

Notwithstanding these problems, there have been some evaluations of crime prevention
initiatives focusing on non-residential properties. The most comprehensive of these was
Tilley and Hopkins' evaluation of the Small Business and Crime Initiative (SBCI)."° This
demonstrated that such a commercia crime initiative can achieve significant reductions in
crime in a smdl area (the area of operation was two streets in London). However, it aso
concluded that:

Further ressarch is needed to understand better what switches businesses on to high levels of
vidimisgtion and what switches them off. "

The SBCI eva uation broke new ground in eval uation research. However, more needsto be doneto
hel p assess the effectiveness of business crime prevention initiatives. Specificdly, more evidenceis
required concerning larger-scale initiatives thet target awider areathan did the SBCI. As pointed

out above, more information is also reguired concerning the method by which crime prevention
initiatives are succeeding, in addition to reports of whether burglary rates have been reduced. The
importance of determining the context within which and the mechanism by which crime prevention
measures are successful has been highlighted asbeing animportant issue in contemporary evauation
research.”” Theseissues will be addressed by this paper, which detailsthe results of an evaluation of
aninitiative, operating inthe Merseysde area, amed at the reduction of crime againgt small businesses
throughout the County (the 'Small Business Strategy’).

The second section of this paper will begin by describing the method by which businessesin
the Merseyside area that were particularly vulnerable to crime were identified; this includes
a description of a baseline survey of businesses in the region to establish initial levels of
crime against businesses. It then describes how the most vulnerable businesses received
assistance in improving their security. In particular, thereis adiscussion of the role of Crime
Prevention Officers from Merseyside Police in providing advice to businesses. This part of
the paper then goes on to examine some of the potential limitations of the system that was
used to prioritize and assist these businesses, and to report lessons learnt in the course of the
implementation process.

In the third section, the evaluation framework that was used to assess the effectiveness of the
business crime initiative described in the second sectionis outlined in general terms. The fourth
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section goes on to describe the results of the survey-based part of thiseval uation. Methodol ogical
issues are covered concerning the administration of afollow-up evaluation survey to the businesses
that had participated in the earlier basdine survey. Theeffect of theinitiativeon crimein genera
and on particular types of crime is reported. There is then a discussion that compares the
effectiveness of different crime prevention measures taken to help secure businesses, and a
preliminary exploration of the mechanism by which these measures reduce crime.

Findly, the fifth section aims to complement the survey-based evauation with an analysi's of
changes in police data on recorded burglaries by comparing burglary incidence rates before,
during and after the initiative was implemented within the initiative's operational area and
esawherein the County of Merseyside.

Implementation of the Small Business Strategy

Targeting need

The Small Business Strategy (SBS) of the Safer Merseyside Partnership (SMP) was st up in
order to combat the problem of excessive victimization againg non-residential properties. The
SBS concentrated on businesses with fewer than 25 employees, that were not part of a larger
business, and that were situated in the most deprived neighbourhoods of Merseyside. These
neighbourhoods (or 'Objective 1 * areas) are those recognised by the EU as qudifying for grant
aid, and are home to 485,000 (roughly one-third) of Merseyside's residents. The strategy also
required that businessesinvolved in the schemewerelocated in residential areas. It wastherefore
likely that, for example, small, family-run comer-shopswould beincluded in the scheme. Dueto
their size and location, the establishments meeting the strategy's criteria were likely to have
fewer resources to channel into crime prevention.

Businesses meeting the criteriawere identified using a Geographica Information System. In the
phase of the SBS that was evaluated, a Sratified sample of 1000 of these businesses (which
totalled 2517) were each visited by one of ateam of six interviewers, who assessed the crimerisk
of the property. Business owners were asked questions regarding the level of victimization they
hed experienced over the previousyear. Specifically, questions focused on any incidents of burglary,
attempted burglary, criminal damage, fraud, forgery, assault, robbery, employee theft, theft by
customer, or theft from customer. Other questions assessed the adequacy of crime prevention

j messures that were in place in the property, and the levd of concern fet by the business owner

regarding crime in the area. The survey also examined any possible variation in crime risk
associated with different businesses and trading activities.

Each completed survey was then scored to assess the overdl vulnerability of the business. Each
business was placed in one of three categories: high, medium or low risk. The scoring system
gave particular weight to busi nessesthat had experienced repeat burglary. The scorea so reflected
the adequacy of crime prevention measures dready indelled &t the business premises.

Those businesses that scored high or medium risk on the survey were then asked whether they
would like to be visited by a Crime Prevention Officer (CPO) from Merseyside Police. The
CPOs provided the business ownerswith advice in relation to specific crime prevention measures,
and, in the case of the high-risk properties, put forward recommendations to the SMP for target-
hardening measures.

The SMP provided financial assi stance towardstheinstalation of these recommended measures,
usng Single Regeneration Budget funding. The grant aid offered, up to a value of £1500 per
property, were 50 per cent contributionstowardsthe total cogt of the measures, in order to encourage
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the proprietors to match the funding and upgrade their security. The measures that were
recommended included burglar alarms, CCTV systems, roller shutters, window locks, and
occasionaly detection devices.

Of the 1000 businesses visited, 470 surveys were completed in full. In al, 140 businesses were
visited by a CPO, and asubset of these (46) also received offers of financia assistance from the
SMP towards the cogt of installing recommended crime prevention measures.

Theroleof Crime Prevention Officers

The visits made to vulnerable properties by CPOs from Merseyside Police, mentioned above,
made up acritical eement of the SBSintervention. Thissection will therefore outlinethe content
of thesevisitsin more detail.

CPO vidits to the high- and medium-risk businesses involved detailed risk assessments of the
particular property. Internal and external appraisas of existing security measures and of the
property's layout were carried out. During this process 'weak spots' were identified, and
recommendations for improvement of security measureswere made on the basis of the appraisals.
The CPOs had some detail s of current security measuresin advance of thevisit, through information
collected during the initial survey, and this assisted in the appraisas. Further information was
dlicited from businessownersregarding their current security practices, and advicewasgiven on
the way in which changesto routine saff activities could improve security. Advice was tailored
to the types of crime frequently experienced by the business, which was also available to the
CPO, from the survey data, in advance of the visit.

Some of the areas that were covered tn the CPO visits included:

» critical assessment of the layout of premises, eg the planning of displays, position of g,
placement of security mirrors;

* practical advice on' weak spots, eg securing rear access, usng security lights, encouraging
natural surveillance;

. encouraging 'thoughtful' routine activities, eg keeping money in tillsto aminimum, being
careful with keys, not disclosing information to a stranger, not leaving valuable items
unattended,

* promoting consideration of crime prevention in future aterations, eg checking the security
of new doors, windows or other dterationg/extensions to the premises;

* giving advice on target-hardening measures, eg specifying which additional measures would
be of most benefit and most cogt-effective, giving advice on the upgrading of existing
MmeasUres,

. leaving information on products and services (although recommendations on particular
companies are not given), on good crime prevention practice, and on how to get further
advice in the future.

Animportant point to emphasize is the unique nature of each vist. Many sources of information
were used to ensure that the advice offered wastail or-made for the individual business owner. For
instance, preparation before the visit helped to establish the type of areathe busnesswaslocatedin,
and any particular crime problemsthat areafaced. Examining the property and its surroundings at
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both the front and the rear, and asking the business ownersto give their own account of what they
perceived as problems and potential solutions, also assisted in identifying the most val uable type of
crime prevention advice for the particular business.

Someimplementation concerns

One problem facing the Small Business Strategy implementation team was the ‘'learnt
helplessness' of the most vulnerable proprietors within the business community in relation
to victimization, and their underlying belief that crime was smply a marginal cost to be
endured. Many business owners seemed to put up with, or even expect, a certain level of
victimization, and felt that neither the police nor any additional investment in security would
have much impact in reducing their future crime risk. This is reflected in the percentage of
the businesses that reported different types of crime to the police. For example, incidents of
shoplifting, employee theft and fraud were reported to the police by less than a third of
business owners.

Other issues raised by the implementation included the high number of empty or boarded-
up properties found by the surveying team; this reflected the high turnover of small
businesses in the Merseyside area. For purposes of regeneration it is important to make
these properties viable for new business ventures. The SMP liaised with other agencies to
address this problem.

A further issue rai sed was theimportance of providing proprietors with support and encouragement
to invest time and money in security measures; crime prevention strategies concentrating on
giving grants for physical target-hardening aone are likely to have little impact on decreasing
vulnerability. Itisalsoimportant to provide tail or-made advice to busness owners. Thisguidance
should include encouraging a problem-orientated approach to the identification of what was
making the property vulnerable, and assigting in theidentification of the most cost-effectiveand
affordable security devices, as wdl as examining everyday operationd routines that minimize
future crime risk. The need for this type of crime prevention advice was <o highlighted in the
Leicester SBCI study.™

An area for potential improvement in the implementation of the SBS was that of grant take-up.
Although 46 properties were offered financia assistance, only 17 actuadly completed the grant
gpplication process. Two reasons were given for thislow take-up: firs, the formsthat needed to
be completed for assistance were found to be very complicated; and second, the grants were
offered for limited periods, and only consisted of acontributions of up to 50 per cent, which were
prohibitive conditions for some business owners. These issues were addressed in the second
round of the Strategy. A detailed description of the SBS implementation and the targeting procedure
that was used to identify vulnerable propertiesis available esewhere™

Evaluation methods

In order to produce a more reliable evaluation, it was decided that a dud approach would be
taken, usng information from afollow-up survey and from Merseyside Police's Recorded Crime
Sysem to assesstheimpact of the SBS. This had the advantage that it could determine the effect
of the scheme at the level of both the individua and the area.

The survey design enabled the longitudinal tracking of individual properties that either had
or had not been assisted by the SBS. However, since the schemerequired that specific criteria
were met in order for a business to be surveyed in the first instance (ie, the baseline survey
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described above), this information does not reflect changes that might have occurred in
levels of victimization in the non-residential community asawhole (ie, any area-level effects
of the scheme).

The area-leve analysis, based on recorded crime, dlowed comparisons between fluctuationsin
the burglary ratein the scheme'sareas of operation with those occurring elsewhere. For instance,
how did the burglary rate in residentia parts of Objective 1 aress (the scheme areas) compare
with that in non-residential parts?

In addition to studying changesin levelsof crime, itispossibleto assessthewider impactsof the
scheme in terms of the initiative's side-effects. For example, information was collected from
survey participants regarding their fear of crime and their levels of satisfaction with the police.
Any positive side-effectsidentified, such asadecreasein thefear of crime, have implicationsfor
theidentification of particularly successful and cogt-effective schemes. However, it is outside the
scope of the current paper to outline results connected with these issues; its primary concernis
rather to focus on the direct effect of theinitiative onlevelsof crime—and in particular onlevels
of burglary—andto try to gain someinsight into the method by which theinitiativeisachieving
any reduction in these levels.

An evaluation survey of small businesses

Thisfollowing section describes resultswhich have been compiled from theinformation col lected
in the evaluation phase of the SBS. The eva uation form was designed to obtain information from
businesses that had responded to the basdline survey described above, and asked for information
on the following:

* levels of victimization of the property since the last survey had been conducted,;

* details of any up-datefingtallation of security messures since the last survey, and information
regarding the funding of these measures;

. information concerning dealings with the SVIP and other agencies;
* details of the mechanism by which any attempted burglary had failed;
* details concerning the detection of offenders when an incident of crime had occurred.

These questions, in combination with information from the basdline survey, dlow the evaluator
to track the progress of businesses over time and assess the effectiveness of steps taken by the
SBSinitiative. The last two types of question should also help to shed light on the degree to
which different crime prevention and detection mesasures are effective in different circumstances.
The surveyors visited all 470 businesses that had responded in the initial basdline phase of the
BS survey described earlier.

Responselevelsandreliabilityissues

Inall, the evaluation surveyors collected information from 326 (70 per cent) of the 470 businesses
that had origindly responded to the basdine survey. The most common reasons why information
was not collected from the remaining 144 businesses was that they had been shut down and boarded-
up (42 per cent), or that, after several attempts, the manager could not be contacted (43 per cent),
athough, in some cases, he/she had refusad to take part in the eval uation survey (15 per cent).
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BSintervention and tar get-hardening measures

Many of the tables below classify respondents on the basis of whether or not they were
involved in the SBS intervention. Overall, 105 (32 per cent) of those surveyed in the
evaluation phase had been involved in the SBS intervention. The evaluation respondents
aso included all 17 properties that had been assisted by the SMP with physical target-
hardening.

It was important to collect information from al the businesses regarding target-hardening. It
is very likely that a certain number of those that did not receive assistance from the SBS had
upgraded or installed security measures at their business location since the baseline survey,
by financing the measures themselves or even through assistance from elsewhere (for instance
another crime prevention agency, or alandlord). Without thisinformation, any analysis of the
effectiveness of different measures would be vitiated, snce it would not identify all businesses
that had improved their security.

For the purposes of analysis, therefore, the evaluation survey respondents were split into four
categories: thosewho wer einvolved in theintervention™ and had target-hardened their property;
those who were involved in the intervention but had not target-hardened; those who were not
involved in the intervention but had target-hardened; and those who were not in the intervention
and had not target-hardened. Table 1 below summarizes the numbers fdling into each of these
categories.

Table |. Evaluation survey respondents and crime prevention measur es

Type of action Number of cases Percentage of cases
Target-hardening only 73 224
Target-hardening and intervention 63 193
Intervention only 42 129
No action 148 454

Thetable showsthat asubstantial proportion of the properties surveyed had target-hardened their
propertieswithin theintervention period, athough they were not involved in the SBSintervention.
In the tables that follow, where the impact of the SBS is being assessed, the analysis smply
distingui shes between those who were and were not involved in the intervention. However, where
the effectiveness of a particular type of measure is being assessed, the analysis uses information
from all the properties that installed or upgraded their security system with that measure,
irrespective of the way in which it was funded.

Changesinlevelsof crime

Tables 2a-2c overlesf compare levels of crime experienced by the businesses surveyed in the
baseline and the evaluation studies. Examining Table 2a fird, it is apparent that there are
some overal differences in the levels of crime experienced: in all crime types, with the
exception of robbery, the number of businesses suffering from the crime was lower in the
evaluation study than in the baseline study. Thisimpliesthat the prevalence of crimes against
businesses has dropped over the period of theinitiative. Thisis especiadly truein the case of
burglary, attempted burglary, shoplifting, and fraud and forgery, where the overall number
of businesses suffering from these crimes appears to have dropped substantially. Although
thistrend is encouraging, it isnot so far possible to attribute these declines in prevalence to
the SBS initiative.
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Table 2a. Overall changesin number and per centage of businesses
experiencingcrime

Crimetype Basdinesurvey Evaluation survey  Differencein % % change
%  Number % Number
Burglary 180 58/322 14 37/325 -6.6 -36.7
Attempted burglary 201  95/321 171 55/322 -12.0 -41.2
Crimina damage 372 1201323 356 114/320 -16 -4.3
Shoplifting 438 141/322 350 112/320 -8.8 -20.1
Employee theft 47 15319 20 6/307 - -
Fraud and forgery 364 17321 20.3 65/330 -16.1 -44.2
Robbery 56 18/323 6.8 22/323 +1.2 +214
Assault 207  67/323 165 53/322 4.2 -203
Theft from customer 75 24321 6.8 22/323 -0.7 -93
Notes:

The following conventions goply throughout Tables 2a-c and 3a-c:

% = percentage of businesses experiencing crime type.

Number = number of businesses suffering crime type as afraction of those responding to the question.
Difference = difference in prevalence rates for baseline and evaluation: (increase (+) or decrease (-).
% change = change in crime rate as a percentage of the basdine prevalence rate.

In some tables there are insufficient cases of employee theft to conduct an analysis.

In order to begin to assess the impact of the SBS, the information given in Table 2a needs to be

separated into two further tables: one that tracks the victimization of the businesses involved in

the SBSintervention, and one that tracks the non-intervention group. Thisinformation is shown

in Tables 2b and 2c respectively. Themogt striking result when comparing these two tablesisthat
although levels of burglary decreased in both groups, there is a far more marked decrease in

burglary in the SBS intervention group.

In fact, for the intervention group, the prevaence of burglary dropped from 32.4 per cent to 13.3
per cent, which isadecreaseinthe prevaencerate of 58.9 per cent between thetwo surveys. This
can be compared to adrop from 114 per cent to 10.5 per cent in the non-intervention group, an
overall decrease of only 7.9 per cent. This huge decrease in the prevalence of burglary in the
intervention group was a0 tested for statistical significance.

Chi-sguares were performed to assess whether there were any differences between the
proportion of businesses that were victims and non-victims in the baseline and evaluation
surveys. Results show that there are significant differences in these proportions in the
intervention group, due to the decline in the number of victims. In fact, the chi-square figure
reaches a significance value of p<0.005. There was no significant result for buTglary in the
non-intervention group.

Table 2b shows that the change in levels of successful burglary was the greatest percentage
decrease in the intervention group of all the crime types. Thisis not surprising, since the SBS
initiative was targeted primarily at businesses that had experienced successful burglary. In
addition, there had also been substantia decreases in other types of crime as well. This is
particularly marked in the case of attempted burglary and of fraud and forgery, which saw
percentage decreases of 48.9 per cent and 55.3 per cent respectively; both achieved a high
level of dtatistical significance for the intervention group. However, when these results are
compared with those for the non-intervention group, it can be seen that caution needs to be
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exercised in attributing these decreasesto the SBSinitiative. Thisisbecausethe non-intervention
group also saw alarge decrease in these offence types, athough it is not as significant as those
observed in the intervention group. '

Table 2b. Changesin number and per centage of businesses experiencing
crimefor the intervention group

Crimetype Basdline survey  Evaluation survey  Differencein % % change

% Number % Number

Burglary : 324 33/102 133 14/105 -191 -58.9
Attempted burglary 49,0 50102 250 26/104 -24.0 -48.9
Crimina damege 515 53/103 456 47/103 -5.9 -115
Shoplifting 55.3 57/103 433 45/104 -12.0 -21.7
Employee theft 29 3/102 0.0 0/100 - -

Fraud and forgery 46.1 47/102 20.6 217102 -255 -55.3
Robbery 6.8 7/103 58 6/104 -10 -14.7
Assault 243 25/103 202 21/104 -4.1 -16.9
Theft from customer 87 9/103 78 8/103 -09 -10.3

Lagtly, it isinteresting to observethat Table 2b shows that for the intervention group there were
decreases in the prevalence of al the crime types dealt with by the survey. This meansthat it is
unlikely that there has been any crime type displacement experienced by the intervention group
whereby offenders return to the same target but commit another type of crime.

Table 2c Changesin number and per centage of businesses experiencing
crimefor the non-intervention group

Crimetype Basdinesurvey Evaluation survey  Differencein % % change

% Number % Number

Burglary " 114 25220 105 23/220 09 7.9
Attempted burglary 205 45/219 133 29/218 -7.2 -35.1
Crimina damage 305 67/220 309 67/217 +0.4 +1.3
Shoplifting 384 84219 313 67/216 -71 -185
Employee theft 55 12/217 29 6/207 . -

Fraud and forgery 320 70219  20.2 44/218 -11.8 -36.9
Robbery 50 11/220 7.3 16/219 +2.3 +46.0
Assault 191 42220 147 32/218 -44 -23.0
Theft from customer 6.9 15/218 6.4 14/220 -0.5 -7.2

Table 2¢c showsthe same generd trend in crime, although therewereincreasesin levels of criminal
damage and robbery in the non-intervention group. When the numbersinvolved are examined, it
can be seen that these are not trends to cause darm, since there is only a dight increase in
prevalencein each case. Table 2c therefore showsthat thereis no evidence of target displacement
of crime. In other words, it does not gopear to be the case that offenders that were targeting the
intervention group bus nesses have arted to target those in the non-intervention group. However,
to be certain that target displacement has not occurred, information would be required from all
other businesses not surveyed, and from residential properties, to ensure that burglars have not
switched to other property types.
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Table 3a. Overall changesin number and per centage of businesses
experiencing repeated incidents of crime

Crime type Baselinesurvey Evaluation survey — Differencein % % change
%  Number % Number

Burglary 54.3 3157 333 12/36 210 -38.7
Attempted burglary 54.4 49/90 50.0 27/54 -4A -81
Criminal damage 54.3 63116 716 73/102 +17.3 +31.9
Shoplifting 75.5 83/110 755 74/98 0 0
Employee theft 30.8 4/13  50.0 2/4 +19.2 +62.3
Fraud and forgery 732 82/112  70.0 42/60 -3.2 -4.4
Robbery 56 118 450 920 +39.4 +703.6
Assault 58.3 35/60 65.2 30/46 +6.9 +11.8
Theft from customer 50.0 1224 421 8/19 -7.9 -158

Tables 3a-3c show changesin levels of repeat incidents of crime against businesses between the
baseline survey and the evaluation survey. It isimportant to track this, because reducing repeat
victimization, especially repeat burglary, was one of the original objectives of the SBSinitiative.
Table 3a shows that for the whole sample there were some overall changes in levels of repeat
victimization. There was a marked decrease in the number of burglary victims suffering from
repeat incidents of the crime (54 per cent in the baseline survey and 33 per cent in the evaluation).
Other trends show a small decrease in the number of repeat victims of attempted burglary and of
fraud and forgery, and an increase in the number of victims experiencing repeat criminal damage
and repeat robbery. The decrease in repeat burglary and the increase in repeat criminal damage
and robbery result in significant chi-sguare tests.

Table 3b. Changesin number and per centage of businesses experiencing
repeated incidents of crimefor theintervention group

Crime type Baselinesurvey Evaluation survey  Difference in % % change

- % Number % Number

Burglary 67.6 2334 267 4/15 -40.9 -60.5
Attempted burglary 60.9 28/46  60.0 15/25 -09 -15
Criminal damage 57.1 28/49  69.2 27/39 +121 +21.2
Shoplifting 744 32143 725 29/40 -19 -2.6
Employee theft 333 13 - 0/0 - -

Fraud and forgery 69.8 30143 750 15/20 +5.2 +7.5
Robbery 0.0 o7  50.0 3/6 +50.0 -

Assault 66.7 14/21 68.4 13/19 +1.7 +2.6
Theft from customer 55.6 59 50.0 4/8 -5.6 -101

In Tables 3b and 3c thisinformation is separated into data for the intervention and non-intervention
groups. The most striking result seen from these tablesisthe decrease, for the intervention group,
in the number of repeat victims of commercial burglary between the baseline survey and the
evaluation. The percentage of burglary victims experiencing repeat incidents fell from 67.6 per
cent to 26.7 per cent during thistime. Thisresult is statistically significant at the p<0.01 level. In
contrast, the number of victims of burglary experiencing repeat incidents in the non-intervention
group was very similar for the baseline and evaluation surveys (37.5 per cent and 38.1 per cent
respectively). In fact, the prevalence of repeat burglary amongst burglary victims was much
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higher in the intervention group at the basdine stage, but had become lower than the non-
intervention group by the evaluation stage. It is possible to conclude that the SBS intervention
had an effect on the level of repeat burglary experienced by participants.

Table 3c. Changesin number and per centage of businesses experiencing
repeated incidents of crime for the non-intervention group

Crimetype Basdinesurvey Evaluation survey  Differencein % % change
% Number % Number
Burglary 375 924 381 8/21 +0.6 +1.6
Attempted burglary 477 2044 414 12129 -6.3 -132
Crimina damage 52.2 35/67 730 46/63 +20.8 +39.8
Shoplifting 76.1 5167 776 45/58 +15 +20
Employee theft 30.0 3/10 50.0 214 +20.0 +66.7
Fraud and forgery 754 52/69 67.5 27/40 -7.9 -105
Robbery 91 1M1 429 614 +33.8 +3714
Assault 538 21/39 63.0 17127 +9.2 +17.1
Theft from customer 46.7 7115 36.4 411 -10.3 -221

Interestingly, Tables 3b and 3c al so show some evidence of increasing levels of repest victimization.
Repeat robbery and repesat criminal damage rose dgnificantly in the intervention and non-intervention
groups repectively. Sincethese crime types are dlill property crime, this raisestheissue of whether
there has been any displacement of repest crime to other crime types associated with the SBS
implementation. However, thesetrends arc not reflected by any overal increasesin the prevaence of
crimina damage or robbery from thefiguresin Table 2, and in the case of robbery intheintervention
group, thereare only smdl numbersto anadysein Table 3, which decreasesthe rdiahility of thisresult.

Changesinburglary rate by type of intervention and type of crime prevention measure
Table 4 beow gives further details about burglary Tates and type of intervention. As explained
above, it was important to obtain information from both intervention and non-intervention
businesses regarding the extent and the effect of target-hardening. As expected, given the
mechanisms used to identify vulnerable businesses, prevaence rates before the initiative were
highest in the intervention groups. However, prevaence rates were also higher in the basdine
survey for those businesses that meade their own decision to target-harden their properties than
for those who had not taken any action. Thisimpliesthat businessownersaremorelikely to take
crime prevention action &fter they have been victimized.

Table 4. Burglary rates by type of intervention

Intervention Basdine survey Evaluation survey Difference in
Number % Number % prevalence between
burgled burgled burgled burgled basdine and evaluation

Target-hardening

only 15/73 205 12/73 164 -5.9

Target-hardening

and intervention 18/62 290 6/63 95 -195

Intervention only 15/40 375 842 190 -185

No action 10/147 6.8 11/147 75 +0.7
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Table 4 showsthat therewasadecreasein the prevaence of burglary inall the groupswhere some
action wastaken, and adight increase in the group where no action wastaken. Thisshowsthat any
oneof thetype of actionsdescribed inthetableiseffectivein reducing levels of burglary. However,
it is dso- gpparent that the largest reductions in the prevalence of burglary occurred in the groups
thet were involved in the SBS intervention. This suggedts that visits from the Crime Prevention
Officers and liaison with the SMP had an effect over and above that produced by smply target-
hardening aproperty. It al so showsthat it isimportant to give businesses crime prevention advice
and to encourage owners to think about crime prevention, in addition to improving or installing
physical target-hardening measures. It isworth noting that the group that experienced the biggest
decrease in levels of burglary had both dements of the intervention: target hardening and avisit
from a CPO, which indicates that a combined gpproach is particularly effective.

It is useful at this point to examine reasons why the CPO visits were successful at reducing
burglary rates, even in the absence of target hardening. In recent yearstherole of Crime Prevention
Officers within the Police has been changing. An interview with aCPO from Merseyside Police
revealed that there has been increased pressure due to alack of funding in the area. This meant
that it was very difficult to visit more than one site of crimeaday. In addition, victimstha* were
visited within ashort time frame were generally restricted to those that police records identified
asrepeat victims- Furthermore, victims not fitting certain criteriacould only get advice from a
CPO by telephone or by visiting a police station in person.

One of themost likely explanationsfor the success of the visits undertaken by the CPOsin helping
to reduce crime againgt businessesis, therefore, thefact that avisit hed actudly been madeat all to
the vulnerable propertiesinvolved. The SBS put aforma framework on the particular sites that
were to be visited, which prioritized those at risk and also brought the CPOs into contact with
business that had suffered from crime but did not report many of these incidents to the police.
Although there was no extra budget for the CPOs to conduct the Ste visits, the SBS motivated the
CPOsto concentrate on the small business sector for aperiod of at least severd months.

Results from the earlier baseline survey demondtrated that many of the vulnerable businesses
involved had not had any formal, or indeed informal, crime prevention advice for a number of
years, if a& al. Therefore, having an unlimited amount of time with a crime prevention expert
who cared about the security of the Site and was available to give specific advice on issues such
aslayout, natural surveillance, Saff behaviour, and cheap and effective ways of improving current
security, inspired business ownersto take steps to implement the recommendations given.

In essence, the proactive nature of the SBSin reaching businessesthat had had little or no contact
with crime prevention experts, or had limited knowledge of good crime prevention practices,

was a major reason for its success. A further factor was, of course, the standard of the advice

givento businesses; the CPOsworking on the SBSwere all expertsin thefield and had received
training in the provision of crime prevention advice. Furthermore, as mentioned above, the advice
that was given wastail or-madefor the particular business, which was also adistinct advantage of
an approach that involved individua Stevisits.

Table 5 examinesthe effect of different types of target-hardening measure on the preval ence of
burglary. It is evident that all the measures listed in the table, with the exception of security
lighting, appear to have had an effect; however, there are particularly small numbersis some
of the categories, which means there are likely to be problems with the reliability of these
results. In addition, the fact that there have been overall decreasesin levels of burglary should
be taken into account. Some measures that appear to be particularly effective in combating
burglary (Table 5) are roller shutters, window locks and window protection, although these
results are far from conclusive.
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Table 5. Burglary rates by type of security measure

Security measure Basdline survey Evaluation survey Difference in
installed in Number % Number % prevalence between
intervention period burgled burgled burgled burgled baseline and evaluation
Burglar darm 15/58 259 12/60 200 -5.9
Roller shutters 10/32 313 533 151 -16.2
Window locks 6/13 46.2 113 77 -38.2
3 Window protection 514 357 2/14 143 -214
ﬁ Reinforced doors 931 290 6/31 194 -9.6
CCTvV 528 179 329 103 -7.6
: Security lighting 0/16 0 2117 118 +11.8
' Security fencing 39 333 2/9 22 -U.l
; Other measures 2/10 200 110 100 -10.0
; Security procedures 15 20.0 0/5 0 -20.0

Table 6 gives some information regarding the modus operandi (MO) of successful burglaries
before and after the SBS intervention. Again, the information should be treated with caution
due to the small numbers involved, but generally it can be seen that the most common form
of MO, both before and after the intervention, was where offenders had entered through the
door. Also common before intervention was entry throughroller doors and through windows
other than a main shop window. These MOs were less common after the SBS intervention.
Table 6 does not show any firm evidence of MO displacement between the baseline and
evaluation surveys.

Table 6. MO of successful burglaries before and after intervention

MO of entry Totdl for basdine % for baseline Total for evaluation '% for evaluation
to premises
Door 16/56 28.6 13/33 394
] Roller door 13/56 232 333 91
L Main shop window 4/56 7.1 4/33 121
Another window T 125 214 333 91
Perimeter fence 4/56 7.1 333 9.1
Roof 8/56 142 333 91
i

-r Note: The percentagesin Tables 6 and 7 do not add up to 100 since more than one response might apply.
The percentages are based only on those who responded to the question and do nol include caseswherethe
respondent 'did not know' or where data was missing.

Themechanismby which measuresare effectivefor crime prevention and detection

Table 7 displays figures indicating the reason why incidents of attempted burglary had failed.
This could provide information on the types of measure that are particularly effective at
! preventing burglary. This question was asked of those experiencing attempted burglary in the
evaluation phase of the survey. The table shows that the most common reason given for burglary
falure was a burglar darm alerting the public. Although most businesses are now equipped
withaburglar alarm, thisresult demonstratesthat they are still an effective measurein deterring
: crime. Reinforced doors aso caused burglary failure in a significant number of cases. This
' might be an issueto focus onin any future crime prevention initiative, since Table 6 demongtrates
: that entry through a door was till acommon MO for successful burglary, even following the
SBS initiative. Roller shutters aso appeared to be an effective deterrent (Table 7). Findly,
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simply being located in an area where there is a public presence can cause burglaries to fail.
Thistiesin with the guardianship element of the routine activities theory, which states that the
three elements required for a crime to occur are a motivated offender, a suitable target and a
lack.of capable guardianship.™®

Table 7. Reasons for failure of attempted burglaries

Reason for failure Number % of Cases
Burglar darm aerted public 10/38 26.3
Reinforced doors 8/38 211
Roller shutters 7/38 184
Disturbed by public 6/38 158
Burglar darm aerted police 5/38 13.2
Other 5/38 125
Mortice locks 3/38 7.9
Window locks 2/38 53
Disturbed by security 1/38 26
CCTV derted police 0/38 0

Where a crime was successfully committed, business ownersin the evaluation phase were asked
whether or not to their knowledge an offender wasidentified for the crime. Theresults of thisare
shown in Table 8. Offenders were most commonly identified for crime types such as assaullt,
robbery and fraud. Thisislikely to be due to the nature of these crimes; there is some level of
interaction between the offender and the business owner or member of g&ff in all these cases.
Thisislesslikely to bethe casefor crimessuch asburglary and criminal damage, which are often
committed in the absence of any 4.

Table 8. Incidents of crime where offenders were identified

Type of crime Number of caseswhere % of caseswhere
offender was identified offender was identified

Assault 32/49 65.3

Robbery 9/19 47.4

Fraud 27/58 46.6
Customer theft 35/96 36.5

Burglary 7122 318

Theft from customer 521 238

Crimina damege 15/88 17.0
Employee theft ~ -

Table 9 looks in more depth at the mechanism by which the offenders in Table 8 were
identified. This can give us information regarding measures or procedures that are effective
in the detection of particular crime types. The most common way in which an offender was
detected was through identification by a member of g&ff, and this form of identification
also led to the most convictions. Some other mechanisms of offender identification were
particularly effective for certain crime types. For instance, a substantial number of shoplifters
were detected using CCTV systems, which also proved to be effectivein terms of convictions.
CCTV also appeared to be effective in cases of robbery and assault, but less so in identifying
offenders committing burglary or acts of deliberate damage. Credit card checks were effective
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in the detection of fraud, and physical detection measures appeared to be useful in cases of
deliberate damage. Security guards did not appear to be effective in detecting crime in the
cases analyzed, although members of the public and the police assisted in some cases,
especialy in relation to criminal damage.

Table 9. Mechaniam of offender identification

Burglary Deliberate Shop theft Fraud Robbery Assault Theft from

damage customer

CCTvV 0 1 1Q *xxx 1 3* 3* 1
Physical detection 0 2% N/A N/A 0 0 N/A
Respondent/staff

member 3 4 25%*x D wx* 6* 26** 5
Police 1 2* 2 1= 1~ 1 0
Security guard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Member of public 1* 3* 0 0 0 1 0
Security darm

(eg, tagged goods)  N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Credit card check ~ N/A N/A N/A 4* N/A N/A N/A
Police aerted

by dam N/A N/A N/A NA O N/A N/A

Note: Figuresin cells=number of offenders detected. * = number of convictions. For example, 10 shoplifters
were detected using CCTV, and in four of these cases the offender was convicted.

Levelsof crimereportedtothepolice

Before moving on to discuss changesin Merseyside Police'srecorded crimefigures, it isimportant
to establish possible levels of under-reporting. Table 10 below summarizes differencesin levels
of reporting of crimes to the police between the baseline and intervention surveys. Generdly,
there are only small differences in these levels between the surveys, with commercid burglary
remaining the offence type which ismost widdy reported to the police. Thismeansthat commerciad
burglary information from police statistics is likely to provide the most accurate picture of true
changesindl thetypesof businesscrimeover time. Inierestingly, there hasbeen asmall decrease
in the number of burglaries reported to the police between the two surveys. This meansthat the
implementation of the SBS has not provoked an increase in reporting levels in the long term,
which has been found to happen with some crime prevention initiatives.

Table 10. Levelsof reporting to police in basdine and evaluation surveys

Crime type % of businesses reporting % of businesses reporting
crime in baseline survey crime in evaluation survey

Burglary 89.3 83.3

Attempted burglary 533 58.2

Crimind damege 443 37.0

Shoplifting 235 26.9

Employee theft 154 50.0

Fraud and forgery 232 131

Robbery 833 60.0

Assault 446 22

Theft from customer 429 524
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Longitudinal information on commercial burglaries recorded by the police

In addition to direct information from crime surveys, it is also important to monitor the level of
commercial burglary recorded by the police to produce the most comprehensive picture possible
regarding the success of the SBS initiative. There are many issues relating to the accuracy of
commercial burglary data and the production of commercial burglary rates, which are discussed
in full elsewhere.r At this point, it will suffice to say that these issues have been taken into
consideration in the following analysis, which uses 'cleaned* data.

A useful starting point isto track the total number of recorded commercial burglarieson Mersey side
over the period of the intervention. Figure 1 shows that, in the three months when the baseline
survey was conducted, there were 1288 commercial burglaries recorded, and that in the three
months of the eval uation (depicted onthe graph as follow-up survey') there were 1234 burglaries.
Thisimpliesthat overall levels of commeicial burglary had fallen over this period. However, itis
-interesting to examine the levels of burglary recorded between these two reference points: there
was a sharp rise between the beginning of the intervention period and the second quarter of 1998.
After that, commercial burglary decreased steadily up to the second quarter of 1999, where it was
at its lowest for the entire five-year period analyzed.

Figure I. Number of commercial burglaries
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Theoveral decreasein levels of commercial burglary reflects findings from the survey described above.
To look in more detail at the trends in the aress of operation of the scheme, the remaining figures
distinguish between Objective 1 areasand other areas, and between residential and non-residential areas.

Figure 2 compares the commercia burglary rate per 1000 premises in Objective 1 areas to that

elsewhere. Thefigure shows a differential picture for Objective 1 areas and other areas. Between the
baseline survey and the evaluation, the burglary rate in Objective 1 areas rose from 36 to 40 burglaries
per 1000 premises. By contrast, the burglary rate had fallen from 30to 25 per 1000 in other areas. In

asimilar way to Figure 1, there was arise bathe burglary rate in both areas around the second quarter
of 1998. At first sight, thisslight increase in the burglary ratein Objective 1 areas bringsthe impact of

the SBSinitiativeon area-level burglary ratesinto question. In order to assessthe scheme's effectiveness
inmore detail, it is necessary to compare results for residential and non-residential areas.
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Figure 2. Commercial burglary rates
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Figure 3 below showsthe crime rates in non-residential parts of Objective 1 areas and other
areas that are non-residential. In this case, there is afairly noticeable increase in rates of
burglary between the baseline and evaluation quarters, especialy in the Objective 1 areas.
In fact, the rate rose from 35 to 54 per 1000 in Objective 1 aress, and from 38 to 42 per 1000
elsewhere. Looking at the general trend in non-residential Objective 1 aress, it is apparent
that the burglary rate was never as low, in the subsequent quarters of 1997, 1998 and 1999,
as it had been in the basgline quarter. There was certainly no decrease in burglary ratesin
non-residential Objective 1 areas, or indeed in non-residential areas elsawhere since the
implementation of the SBS.

Figure 3. Commercial burglary rates in non-residential areas
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Figure 4 shows changes in the burglary rate of residential parts of Objective 1 areas and other
residential areas. The SBS scheme was implemented in theseresidential Objective 1 areas. The
figure shows that there was a dramatic decrease in the burglary rate between the baseline survey
and the evaluation survey in both Objective 1 areas and in the other residential areas. In fact,
burglary ratesin residential parts of Objective 1 areas decreased from 38 to 23 per 1000 premises
over the SBS implementation period.

Figure 4. Commercial burglary rates in residential areas
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This evidence backs up the results found through the analysis of survey dataabove, showing that
the burglary rates in the SBS operational areas decreased very noticeably after the scheme was
implemented. This could indicate that the SBS had a general area-level effect, aswell as an effect
on the particular properties within the area that were singled out for assistance through the scheme.
In other words, the fact that some properties in the areahad been assisted might have discouraged
offenders from committing burglary against other properties in the area, which would be apositive
side-effect of the SBS scheme.

Itisimportant to consider this drop in the burglary rate in Objective 1 parts of residential areasin
relation to other residential areas. It can be seen from Figure 4 that there was a decrease in both
these areas. The decrease in the burglary rate in other residential areas might be afurther positive
side-effect of the SBS scheme, but this seems unlikely since residential areas that are inside and
those that are outside Objective 1 areas are not in general located near to each other. There may be
another reason for this overall decline in levels of burglary in residential areas. For instance, it is
possiblethat other schemes that target commercial propertiesinresidential areas have had an effect
on levels of crime. However, other known burglary schemes on Merseyside concentrate on particular
areas and are thus unlikely to have an effect on residential areas as a whole throughout the region.

A further possibility in accounting for the overall reduction in levels of crime in residential areas
is that there has been a sustained reduction in business owners reporting cases of burglary to the
police. Once more, this is unlikely, sinceresultsfrom the baseline and eval uation surveys, described
above, found that there was only asmall variation in levels of reporting of burglary between the
two surveys, although admittedly these results apply to the SBS implementation areas, and not
necessarily to other residential areas.
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It is useful to examine the trends in burglary rates between the quarters when the basdline and
evaluation surveystook place. Therewasaninitia increasein the number of recorded burglaries
intheresidential Objective 1 areas between the third quarter of 1997 and the second quarter of
1998. This was during the period when the SBS was implemented; al properties that were
involved in the scheme had been visited by the second quarter of 1998. From then onwards,
burglary rates peaked, then fell dramaticaly inresidential Objective 1 areas. Thissharprisein
recorded crime rates shortly after the basdline survey did not occur in residential aress outside
Objective 1 areas. One explanation for the increase in burglary ratesin the SBS areas could be
that word had spread throughout the business community that the SMP were offering assistance.
Asaconsequence, business owners were more inclined to report incidentsto the police during
this period, in the hope that they too would be assisted. If thisincrease in reporting levelsisthe
reason for the increase in burglary rates at this time, we know that the effect was fairly short-
lived, given the fact that reporting levels at the time of the baseline and evauation surveys
were very similar.

Another interesting observation is that by the fourth quarter of 1998, rates in the Objective 1
aress and other areas had converged to their closest levels within a four-and-a-half year period.

This convergenceis oneindicator of the success of the SBS scheme, sinceit shows that for some
time burglary rates in the scheme's operational areas were more in line with those e sewhere. In

the two quarters since the convergence occurred, the burglary rate in the Objective 1 residentia

areasrose again very dightly, whereasthe other residential aress continued to seeadeclineinthe
rate. Thistendency would need to be monitored over severd quarterstoinvestigate the possibility
that the SBS did have an effect on burglary rates, but only in the short term. If this proved to be
the case, future crime prevention schemes should focus on ways of maintaining decreases in

levels of burglary over the long term.

Conclusion

This paper has evaluated the effectiveness of the Small Business Strategy in achieving itsaim of
making vulnerable smal businesses safer and, in particular, of reducing levels of burglary and
repeat burglary against such premises. The results show that levels of burglary have been
significantly reduced in the propertiesthat wereinvolved in the SBSintervention. The number of
burglary victims that experienced repeat victimization was aso substantially reduced in the
intervention group. These drastic reductions were not seen in the group of properties that were
not involved in the intervention.

Through examining the intervention and non-intervention groups, it was found that there was
no evidence of crime displacement to other crime types, other MOs or other aress. This paper
has al so attempted to investigate the means by which particular methods are effective in reducing
crime, although information from a larger-scale survey would be required to substantiate these
results.

Recorded crime datarelating to burglary from Merseyside Police backed up the findings from
the survey; burglary had substantialy reduced in the SBS scheme areas over the implementation
period. Since the schemedid not assig al propertiesin the scheme area, the SBS might have had
an additional effect of discouraging offenders from committing burglary against properties in the
scheme area generally. However, the effect of the SBS on recorded burglary rates might be
exaggerated, since a genera downwards trend in crime rates was observed in other residentia
aress in addition to the Objective 1 residentid areas in which the scheme operated.

There were dso concerns that the effect of the SBS might be fairly short-term in its nature. This
reflects the general dilemma, in terms of sugtainahility, of short-term interventions, typified by
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government schemes funded through sources such asthe Single Regeneration Budget. Thiswould
be an issue to examine in the future. Furthermore, non-residential areas saw arise in leves of
recorded burglary over the intervention period. Properties within these areas could be afruitful
focus for future crime prevention inititives in the Merseyside area.
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