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There is greater realization in the UK that a sizeable crime in the community is the 

product of easy opportunities available to the likely offenders.  Hence, opportunity based 

crime reduction is one the most preferred ways of crime management in the UK. The 

recent emphasis of the UK crime prevention policies is on effective ways to achieve 

community safety.  The role of all civil agencies and institutions engaged in general 

welfare of people has been identified in curtailing crime in the community. The Crime & 

Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs) are the result of this process.  These 

partnerships in the UK are a combination of police, local authorities and other 

organisations and businesses that have banded together to develop and implement 

strategies for tackling crime and disorder on a local level. There are 376 partnerships in 

England and Wales. The Crime & Disorder Act, 1998 places obligations on local 

authorities, the police, police authorities, health authorities and probation committees 

(amongst others) to co-operate in the development and implementation of a strategy for 

tackling crime and disorder in their area. These organisations have to consider changed 

working practices, internal priorities and their relationships both with other agencies and 

with the wider community 

 

 Crime & Disorder partnerships: Multi-Agency approach:   



The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 requires that the local agencies work in partnership for 

crime reduction.  The partnership concept is the outcome of initiatives that have been 

taken over the years on the part of part UK government.   Following are some major 

stages that have been identified (http://www.crimereduction.co.uk/) in the development 

of the present shape of the partnerships. 

• Home Office Circular 8/1984 laid down the principle that crime prevention 

should be a significant and integral goal of local and national public policy. It 

stressed the need for a co-ordinated approach and joint strategies involving 

partnership. 

• The Morgan Report (Safer Communities: the Local Delivery of Crime Prevention 

through the Partnership Approach" Home Office Standing Conference on Crime 

Prevention. August 1991) introduced the concept of ‘community safety’ and 

emphasised that crime reduction should be ‘holistic’ covering both situational and 

social approaches. It noted that crime reduction was a peripheral issue for major 

agencies and a core activity of none of them  and advocated the development of 

multi-agency crime prevention co-ordinated by local authorities. The Morgan 

Report identified six elements crucial to multi-agency crime reduction work: 

structure, leadership, information, identity, durability and resources.  

• Safer Cities was launched in March 1988 by the Home Office as its contribution 

to the Action for Cities Programme. A local steering committee with 

representatives from local government, police, probation, voluntary bodies and 

commerce was established in each project area. The steering committee's terms of 

reference were: 

o to act as a focus for a local multi-agency crime prevention partnership; 

o to set priorities for the project and oversee the implementation of 

community safety measures; 

o to facilitate contact and co-operation between local agencies and interests.  

 

It will be too early to say that the partnership arrangements have got sustained and all is 

well with them. The partnerships are of new origin and they have so far not traveled very 



far. CRDPs do have an inbuilt system of evaluation. The Audit Commission evaluates the 

performance of partnerships. Besides,  CRDPs have been subjected to several other 

evaluations carried out by individual experts and agencies. Incidentally, the Audit 

Commission’s research report on Community Safety Partnerships (2002) has been 

released recently. The initial remarks in the Report said: ‘Local partnerships have not 

made an obvious impact on community safety between 1999 and 2000. The Government 

and regulators need to work with the partner agencies to maximize their impact and to 

make neighborhoods safe for local people.’ (Audit Commission, 2002). 

 

Crime Reduction and Situational Crime Prevention: 

 

Crime Reduction is an official mission in the UK. Several strategies are used to reduce 

crime in the community. Currently, the emphasis of the Home Office is on ‘Crime 

reduction’. A sum of  tune of £450 million is being spent on these programmes. Multi 

agency partnership and situational crime prevention (SCP) are the key approaches in 

crime reduction.  SCP applies highly specific techniques in the opportunity reduction for 

any offending behaviour. Range of such technological and managerial initiatives have 

shown encouraging results in the UK. SCP incorporates: increasing the effort needed to 

commit the crime, increasing the risks associated with the crime, reducing the rewards of 

crime, and removing excuses or creating embarrassment. 

 

Methodology:  

 

Against this backdrop, the present study aims at addressing the issue of situational crime 

prevention as may be perceived by the partnerships officials in terms of its efficacy and 

significance.  In the second part of this section, an attempt has also been made to assess 

the issues and problems in the partnerships that may be experienced by the officials.     

 

In order to achieve the objectives cited above,  CRDPs officials attending a Home Office 

Seminar on Violent Crime, organized by the Crime Reduction Centre, York at 

Manchester (December 11th, 2003) were contacted by the Researcher. The total number 



of officials in the Seminar was 52. However, the data collection could be materialized 

with 46 respondents only. A specially designed Questionnaire was circulated.  Many of 

them have completed the questionnaire on the spot and a few of them preferred to send it 

by post later. Apart from this, a separate session of  discussion with the respondents was 

also held. 

 

Observations: 

 

The data collected from 46 respondents have been tabulated and presented in the 

following paragraphs. Many Tables showing the distribution of data have been omitted 

for want of space and their description has been given in the text form. 

 

   

Table- 1 

 

Respondents’ Awareness about Situational crime prevention (N= 46) 

 

  Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency 45 01 00 

Percentage 

 
97.8 2.1 00 

 

Table 1 shows that majority (97.8%) of the officials were aware of the situational crime 

prevention methods. 

 

Table – 2  

Opinions on whether ‘ opportunity makes the thief’ ( N=46) 

 

 Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency 30 14 02 



Percentage 

 

65.2 30.4 4.3 

 

SCP is based on the ‘opportunity factor’. The idea was to know as to how many subscribe 
the notion of opportunity as a player in the crime event. A sizable (65.2 percent ) 
respondents ( Table-2)  were affirmative to the fact that ‘opportunity makes the thief’.  
 

Table- 3   

Opinions on Extent of Crime Resulting from Opportunity (N=46) 

 

 Less than 25%  26% - 50%  51% - 75%   76% and 
above 

Frequency  

01 

 

06 

 

     12 

 

27 

Percentage 

 

2.1 13 26 58.7 

 

An attempt was also made to know from the respondents about the extent of crime 

resulting from the availability of opportunities. Table- 3 shows that 58.7 percent 

respondents felt 76% or above crime resulted from opportunities. Another 26 percent 

thought found it up to 51% to 75%. In other words most officials subscribed to the above 

said notion. 

 

Table – 5 

Opinions on Most effective Situational crime prevention measure ( N= 46) 

 

Category Frequency  Percentage   

Target hardening 
 

29 63 

 Removing 
Vulnerable target 

16 34.8 

Removing means for 
crime commission 

18 39.1 

 
Improving visibility 

12 26.08 



 
Controlling access 

30 65.21 

 
The officials have been practicing several SCP measure in the field. The idea was to 

know the relative efficacy of such measures. Most officials conveyed that the application 

of measures vary according to the type of crime and one measure may be effective at one 

time or location and  it may not work in other case or the location. The distribution of 

responses is indicated in Table –5. 

 

 

 Table - 6 

 

Crimes where the Situational crime prevention  ( SCP) may be effective (N=46) 

 

 

 Frequency Percentage 

Theft   41 89.1 

Burglary   39 84.8 

Vandalism   19 41.3 

Robberies   28 60.8 

Street crimes   29 63.0 

Domestic violence   06 13.0 

Sex Crimes   09 19.5 

 

There is always a debate about the efficacy of SCP measures in different types of crime. 

The respondents ( Table- 6 ) in the present study depicted their varied opinions about this 

issue.  While most of them had little doubts about the effectiveness of SCP in case of 

theft( 89.1%) and burglary ( 84.8%) followed by even street crimes and personal crimes. 

But they found it lesser effective in cases like domestic violence, sex crimes and 

vandalism.   

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
Table – 7 

 

Opinions on whether SCP makes long term impact on crime  (N=46) 

 

  Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency 
19 

 

27 00 

Percentage 

 

41.3 58.7 00 

 

Since the SCP does not claim to affect the root causes of crimes, many believe that it may 

not be able to make any long-term impact on crime rates. The respondents (Table 7) on 

these issues were divided less significantly as 58.7% thought so while a sizable were not 

of this notion.   

 

 

Table – 8 

 

Opinions on whether the offenders shift to lesser-secured areas if they find CCTV or 

other type of Surveillance in some areas. ( N=46) 

 

 Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency 21 

 

19 06 

Percentage 

 

45.7 41.3 13 

 



In the UK, the CCTV, as a major SCP tool,  is in extensive use  to deter potential 

criminal. The officials were divided  ( Table 8 )almost equally about the fact as to 

whether the offenders shift to other locations due to CCTV usage. 

 

 

Table – 9 

 

Opinions on whether ‘hot spots’ approach was effective in crime prevention. ( N=46) 

 

 

 Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency 32 

 

09 O5 

Percentage 

 

69.5 19.5 10.8 

 

Table –9 is about the utility of hot spot approach in SCP. Majority of officials (69.5 %) 

found it effective. 

 

Table –10 

Opinions on whether the crime prevention remains successful in   cases of following.    

 

Categories Frequency Percentage 

Geographical 

displacement 

 

12 26 

Temporal 

displacement 

13 28.2 

Target 

displacement 

12 28.2 

Tactical 10 21.7 



displacement 

Crime type 

displacement 

04 8.7 

 
There is a debate about the effects of applications of SCP measures. Criticism about SCP 

mainly stems from the ‘displacement’ that presumably occurs in the process.  The details 

regarding the typology of displacement used in Table 10 has already been discussed in 

the preceding pages. The respondents were mainly asked about their reaction to such 

displacement in terms of its effects on crime prevention capacity of SCP measures. 

 

 

 

Table – 11 

Opinions on whether the technological surveillance casing a ‘fortress society’ (N=46) 

 

 

 Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency 39 

 

04 03 

Percentage 

 

84.8 8.6 6.5 

 

There are the ethical aspects of SCP too. The popular thinking is that too much of 
technology based prevention affects the human freedom. Most respondents (84.4%) on 
the matter whether the technological surveillance causes a ‘fortress society’ were 
affirmative ( Table 11 ). 
 

Table – 12 

Rating of Crime and disorders reduction partnerships ( N=46) 

 Frequency Percentage 

Very Good 19 41.3 

Good 17 37.0 



Average 07 15.2 

Poor 02 4.3 

 Very Poor 01 2.1 

 
 
SCP is largely implemented by the Crime & Disorders Reduction partnerships (CDRP). 

This section is devoted to study the state of affairs pertaining to the various aspects of 

working of the partnerships and related matters. 

 

At the outset, an attempt was made to know the respondents’ rating and assessment about 

the quality of performance of CDRPs. It was satisfying to note that ( Table 12) majority 

of respondents ( 78.3%) rated the CDRPs as ‘Very good’ or ‘Good’.  

 

Table- 12 

Rating on whether a Multi agency partnership is a viable strategy for crime 

reduction. ( N=46) 

 

 Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency  

32 

 

14 

 

00 

Percentage 

 

69.6 30.4 00 

 

The CDRPs are highly specific and targeted. Table 12 shows that most officials ( 69.6%) 

had a feeling that the CDRPs  have contributed effectively in reducing crime in the 

community.   

Table –13 

 

Opinions on whether the Partnerships have reduced crime  (N=46) 

 

 



 Yes  No  Can’t Say 

Frequency  

32 

 

14 

 

00 

Percentage 

 

69.6 30.4 00 

 

 

The CDRPs are highly specific and targeted. Table 12 shows that most officials ( 69.6%) 

had a feeling that the CDRPs  have contributed effectively in reducing crime in the 

community.   

 

Table 16 

 

Areas in need of improvement in partnerships ( N=46) 

 

 

 Frequency Percentage 

Administration 21 45.6 

Implementation 17  36.9 

Job distribution 12 26.0 

Reward distribution 18 39.1 

Evaluation 17 36.9 

Funding 39 84.7 

 
 

The partnerships need improvements in many areas of structure and performance. The 

opinions of officials on this issue are delineated in Table 16. The funding and 

administration are the key areas emerged in this study requiring immediate attention. 

 
Looking Ahead: 
 



The model of combining civil agencies with police to reduce crime in the community is 

unique in itself, as probably for the first time, anywhere in the world, this kind of 

structures for has been given a statutory base. The idea is worth emulating in case of 

community policing in India. Infact, community policing in India could not be 

institutionalized, as it does not have a legal base and mandate.  It is  high time that the 

debate on bringing civil agencies under legal obligation for crime reduction should be 

initiated  in India. 

 

 
Note:  
 
The present study forms a part of the research conducted by the author under the 
Commonwealth Academic Staff fellowship at the Department of Criminology, University 
of Leicester, U.K. (2003-04). 
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