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“Scientists or politicians – who has the answer to crime?”
Professor Gloria Laycock
Director
Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science

The agenda I plan to lay out this evening, for the Jill Dando Institute of
Crime Science, is daunting. The aim of the Institute is to change the way in
which we think about crime and its control, not just in this country but
across the world. It is admittedly a long-term plan and one that will not be
realised in my lifetime. But as the first Director, with responsibility for
ensuring a successful birth and for parenting the Institute through the early
years to come, I am daunted. As with all babies, the first few months and
years are always the most difficult. But once we learn to walk, running does
not seem such a challenge.
I am further daunted by my recollection of the last time I began a
relationship with UCL. It was as an eighteen-year-old, fresh off the train
from Liverpool. My mother had very mixed feelings about her only child
living in such a den of iniquity. As a student in the Psychology Department I
was to learn the significance of Jeremy Bentham (slide 2)*, who sat outside
the Provost’s Office in waxed splendour. He was always under threat of
being stolen by those students at King’s. I have since learned that Jeremy is
locked away safely at night, a testimony to the kind of crime prevention
about which I want to talk.
There was only one Professor of Psychology at the time – George Drew.
There are now nineteen. Times have changed and so has UCL. It was
founded in 1826, three years before the Metropolitan Police. It has grown
from being a great college to one of the top three multi-faculty UK
universities. It ranks amongst the world leaders. So the placement of the Jill
Dando Institute in UCL means for me that high standards are going to be set.
We are in the right place.

* Slides attached at Annex 1.
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Let me begin by laying out the agenda for this evening: For those of you
unfamiliar with the crime picture in the country I will give you a feel for
how prevalent crime is. I will, in order to get you all home before midnight,
make some generalisations, which my criminological colleagues will baulk
at. I crave their indulgence.
I will then briefly sketch out some of the key attributes of science and
politics, at least as I see them. In the bulk of the lecture I want to talk about
crime and how we can prevent it. In doing so I will, as Newton so aptly put
it, stand on the shoulders of giants. It would be tedious for you if I were to
list, and thank, the many people to whom I am indebted and from whom I
have learned during the course of my career. Let me just say that you know
who you are, and many of you are here tonight – thank you. That said, the
interpretation of crime, which I later set out, is mine – please don’t blame
anyone but me if you disagree with it!
I will then have just a little to say about why the politicians have performed
as they have in relation to crime, before moving on to describe how the Jill
Dando Institute will operate. From this you will get a sense of the
excitement that we feel about the potential of Crime Science.
I want to end with some thoughts for the future, and answer the question,
which Nick Ross set for me when he suggested the title of this lecture
“Scientists or politicians - who has the answer to crime?”
Before I begin, I hope you will not think of this evening as time spent
listening to a lecture. I did not meet Jill Dando, but like many members of
the public I know that she was a warm, sensitive and caring person – not
given to lecturing. In that spirit I hope you will see this evening as the
beginning of a conversation, a bit one-sided admittedly at this stage. But you
will get your chance to respond over the next months and years that I hope
many of us will be working together.
Crime, science and politics
Recorded crime in this country has reached epidemic proportions. This
graph (overleaf) shows the rise in crime since the end of the First World
War. The rise was not caused by an increase in poverty – we are, by any
measure, better off now than we have ever been. Nor was it caused by a lack
of education; even the worst educated members of our population spend
3
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more time in formal education than did the average child of the early 20th
century. Nor is there any evidence that ‘parenting’ has been in catastrophic
decline throughout the period, or that the population has grown
proportionately. All these factors may, in combination, have played their
subtle part, but there is one factor, which we do not hear much about, and
that is opportunity. I will come back to this later.
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I am not sure how much consolation we can take, incidentally, from the 17%
fall of the early 1990s since the graph is now turning back up again, and
there was a similar fall in the 1950s which was not maintained.
What is the response of our politicians to this?
When I was in London over Christmas the papers were full of a row
between Ann Widdecombe and the Home Secretary over whether there
should be a further 3,000 police officers recruited. We have 120,000 police
officers in this country and about the same number in the private security
industry in what is called “manned guarding”. As a proportion of what we
have already an extra 3,000 officers would be a drop in the bucket. By the
time 3,000 is divided by the 43 forces, and allowance is made for three shifts
and leave, training etc, you end up with about 15 officers per force. Even if
4
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you give the bigger forces more is this really what we should be arguing
about?
There was also a row in the press about who would pay for the extra police
to deal with the consequences of “happy hours” at the weekends. Thanks to
the ‘Happy Hour’ the punters are encouraged to drink even more, leading to
that wonderful moment when hundreds of drunks roll out of the bars and
clubs in our town and city centres. They wanted more police to round them
up and the row was over who would pay for it. So instead of having 300
drunks chased by 20 police officers we might have 300 drunks chased by 25
police officers, with the extra five being paid for by some sort of whip round
of the area bars. Surely we should be asking whether we want the 300
drunks.
The public debate on the crime issue is sterile and boring. It is, frankly, an
insult to the intelligence of the British people. And this is not solely down to
the politicians. To quote Paul Wiles, Director of Research, Development and
Statistics at the Home Office:
“Criminologists have ceased to play a significant part in the public
debates about crime and crime policy, and the consequence has been
that these debates have become less sophisticated and more
simplistic.” (Wiles, 1999)
If we want to see the crime rise move into permanent decline, then we need
to use the techniques of the scientists – social, physical and computer
scientists. Science is essentially about data, logic, evidence and rationality. It
is about formulating hypotheses and testing them in real world situations. It
results in bodies of knowledge, which can guide policy and practice. The
great advances of the last century are attributable to science – transport,
medicine, genetics, communication, manufacturing, computing. Used wisely
the lessons of science can make the world a better place.
The research literature on crime and criminals is packed with good ideas.
Yet the discussion of crime remains doggedly based on intuition, anecdote,
received wisdom and untutored opinion. The person on the Clapham Street
omnibus is more likely to direct government policy than is the scientist.
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One reason for this is that these good scientific ideas are often locked the
impenetrable text of obscure journals. He is an example from an academic
article on the future of policing. The author says –
“Presently I can offer only a brief suggestion, which I draw from
Policing Britain and the scholarship of several of my colleagues ….
If, through globalisation discourse, we were to embrace the alternative
conception of diversity and risk as conditions for adaptive innovation,
we may through non-directed experimentation gradually seize and
build upon alternative, viable and normatively satisfying conceptions
of “human association” that transcend universal market imagery”
I am grateful to Professor Herman Goldstein for drawing it to my attention.
We don’t need a bridge between science and policy. We need a super
highway. It will be part of the job of the Jill Dando Institute to build it. That
is what we are seeing the birth of tonight. An Institute that will draw
together the reliable facts and research from wherever they are available but
focus them single mindedly on one of the most intractable problems of
advanced democracies – crime. And it will do so with clarity, and integrity.
As you will appreciate by the end of this talk, both scientists and politicians
will have to work differently. They will have to work together. Politicians
are vital to the task. They provide the resources, and the legitimacy. And
they will, incidentally, need to make some very difficult decisions in the not
too distant future about the ethical boundaries of crime control. And
politicians and their advisers need to get tough with academics and insist
that they address the crime reduction agenda directly, and come up with
reliable and clear-cut evidence.
John F Kennedy made two promises to the American people. One was to put
a man on the moon, and the other was to eradicate poverty. He only
delivered on one, and it was the one where he listened to the scientists.
Crime and its prevention
We already know a lot more about crime than we think we do. And the
closer we look at it the more we realise that it is far removed from the
Sherlock Holmes-style pursuit of Moriarty-style baddies. Much of it is a
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disorganised opportunistic shambles driven by the fashions and fads of the
young.
Let us go back to the idea of crime as an epidemic. To control crime – to
stop the epidemic it really is not enough to play around with piecemeal
changes like a few more coppers on the beat. We need to engineer a tipping
point. A point at which crime rates crash and the crime infrastructure
collapses. Using the language of epidemiology, what is it that makes crime
so contagious?
Malcolm Gladwell, staff writer for the New Yorker, has recently described
the drop in crime in New York City as an epidemic coming under control. It
tipped. It was not zero tolerance, or Bratton, or Compstat, or the collapse of
the crack cocaine market, or the growing US economy, or the aging
population that made the difference, but all these things in combination,
somehow led murder rates to fall by two-thirds in five years. How do these
things happen?
What drives these epidemics? And how do you control them? Well you
don’t do it by concentrating on those who are ‘infected’, you do it by
understanding and eventually manipulating the drivers of epidemics.
Gladwell identifies one of these drivers as the power of context (slide 8).
The Power of Context
This is not a new idea. The Home Office published a report called ‘Crime as
Opportunity’ 25 years ago this month. It was an influential report in its day,
but with the benefit of hindsight also marked the beginning of the massive
programme of work by Ron Clarke and his colleagues on what came to be
called situational crime prevention. Accepting the power of context helps us
to see the importance of situational crime prevention and the relevance of
opportunity to crime.
The most significant and universal cause of crime is opportunity. If there
were no opportunities there would be no crimes; sadly the same cannot be
said for any of the other contributory causes. In our capitalist societies there
are lots of crime opportunities – they are the price we pay for having a
society rich in portable, high value, desirable goods. Given the benefits of
capitalism, some may feel a proliferation of crime opportunities is a price
worth paying, but we need to be alert to the crime consequences of it. We
7
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can stick with our focus on the Criminal Justice System, and the idea that
there is something wrong with ‘criminals’, or we can shift the focus and try
to control the opportunities.
There is a huge media and advertising machine, which is designed to
persuade us all that we are failures if we do not possess the latest in trainers,
cars, clothes, HiFi etc – watch TV any evening. It should come as no
surprise, therefore, if some people, especially the young who are both the
most impressionable and the poorest paid, take rather than buy. They should
not do it. We blame and we seek to arrest. The belief that the criminal justice
system can cope with these consequences is deeply ingrained in our culture.
It is for individuals to control themselves in the face of temptation. Failure
to do so will result in some form of punishment, in this world or the next.
But crime simply cannot be controlled in this way. Of every 100 crimes
committed only about half are reported to the police and of those only about
one third are recorded. This chart shows the rate of attrition through the
system. Most offenders, for the more trivial offences at least, are unlikely to
be caught.
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Why do we so consistently try to attribute blame when we discuss crime
control? Why do we hope that the criminal justice system will deal with it
successfully? And why do we persist in seeing crime as a characteristic of
the individual? In 1991 Nisbett and Ross alerted us to the fundamental
attribution error – when it comes to interpreting other people’s behaviour we
make the mistake of overestimating the importance of character traits and
underestimating the importance of situation and context. (It is the other way
around when we are explaining our own failings.)
To reduce crime we need to increase effort, increase risk, reduce rewards or
remove excuses. Where we do this, crime is reduced, and we have a whole
literature that demonstrates the fact.
But let me return to the Power of Context and remind you of the frequently
quoted figures from Home Office research that 33% of males born in 1953
will have a conviction for at least one standard list offence by their 46th
birthday.
What is also interesting about this cohort study, and rather less often quoted,
is that half of all male offenders are only convicted once and slightly over
half have a criminal career of less than one year. Nearly half were first
convicted of theft or handling stolen goods – so we are probably not talking
about major crime. Although a lot of people offend, they don’t do it for long
and it is not very serious. They behave as they do not because they are
incorrigibly ‘wicked’, but because of the situation within which they find
themselves.
These figures relate to known convictions of course. If we look at selfreported delinquency the figure is far higher. One international study
showed the following:
Prevalence Rates for offending in Five Countries (%)
Ever
Last 12 months
66
44
England and Wales
85
61
Netherlands
81
57
Portugal
90
72
Switzerland
81
57
Spain
(Source: Junger-Tas et al, 1994)
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The sample was of 14-21 year olds. Note what a high percentage admit to
having committed an offence. And note that England and Wales is lowest!
(90% in Switzerland!). To quote the Canadian criminologist Thomas Gabor,
“everybody does it”. Let me ask you to raise your hands if you have never
done anything illegal.
Of course many of you may admit to the odd indiscretion, but you will have
a good excuse. It was trivial, misinterpreted, you meant no harm, it was
someone else’s fault, you’d had a few drinks, and so on. In other words,
you’re OK, it was the situation in which you found yourself.
The odd thing is that we have known the extent to which crime is common
for many years, and we have also known how sensitive we are to context.
In an experiment carried out in the early 1970s, Zimbardo and his team of
social scientists, created a mock prison in the basement of Stanford
University. They advertised for volunteers and recruited the most ‘normal’.
They then randomly chose half to be guards and half prisoners. The purpose
of the experiment was to find out why prisons were nasty. Was it because
they are full of nasty people or was it something to do with the environment
and it’s associated expectations and assumptions that makes them nasty?
The results shocked everyone, including the researchers. The ‘guards’
became extremely nasty, even those who had originally thought of
themselves as pacifists. As the days passed the guards got worse, the
prisoners rebelled and the experiment had to be prematurely terminated. By
that time some ‘prisoners’ were suffering from severe depression, crying,
rage and acute anxiety. The conclusion was that there are some situations so
powerful that they overcome our inherent dispositions.
Many experiments have demonstrated that otherwise ‘normal’ people who
are assumed to be law-abiding do, under certain circumstances, commit
crime. And our observations of some of the atrocities in Nazi Germany,
Eastern Europe, Africa and elsewhere sadly confirm that this behaviour is
not restricted to the laboratory or to trivial behaviour. People are
unbelievably sensitive to their situation. And it is the situation in the narrow
sense, not the environment in the broad sense that really matters. It is the
detail. And small changes in the detail can cause huge changes in behaviour.
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Let me now look at some of the experiments that have been carried out over
a number of years and which have demonstrated, to my satisfaction at least,
that by changing the situation we can reduce crime. Now we are making the
correct assumption that there are lots of potential offenders out there and
that by changing the situation we can make them into law abiding people.
The first was an evaluation of property marking which I did in the early
1980s with the help of the South Wales Police. At that time the Police were
promoting property marking big time. As is usual in these cases the evidence
for this was a bit thin. The research question was “does property marking
work?”
For statistical reasons we needed a high take-up rate of property marking in
the research area. And so the police and the special constabulary knocked on
every door and persuaded the residents to mark their goods. They gave them
free pens and they told them it would really work. They acted as ‘salesmen’.
The Chief Constable wrote them a letter and the local media were all there at
the launch. The take-up rate was remarkable at 72%.
What happened? Crime reduced the year after the initiative by almost 40%
across the area. The reduction was concentrated in those households with
marked property.
So it looked like good news. Property marking worked. But if you looked in
detail at the results you found that most of the reductions were in prepayment coin meter breaks (remember them? Those stupid cash collection
boxes that the fuel companies used to put in the most vulnerable homes to
collect the gas and electric money. They accounted for up to 40% of
burglaries on local authority housing estates – but that is another story.) The
police view was that many of these meter breaks were what they called ‘own
goals’. In other words the householders themselves broke into the meter and
took the money then said they had been burgled. There is some evidence
that this is an exaggeration, but why did sticking a property marked sticker
in the window reduce meter breaks? We concluded that it was because the
police, in saying that property marking ‘worked’ took away the excuse that
people had had for breaking into their own meter. They couldn’t phone and
say they had been burgled because they were protected by the sticker!
Furthermore, all the burglars in the area had been told in no uncertain terms
that property marking worked, so they were quite wary for a while. But as
11
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the year wore on it was clear that the burglary rate was starting to creep up
again and I expected it to carry on going to its previous level. I was not
therefore best pleased to be told by my then boss that he wanted a second
year follow up. I knew what would happen.
But I uncharacteristically did as I was told and in the second year the rate
went down even further, but all the reduction was concentrated in the second
half of the year. In fact it was almost zero from June. What happened? Well,
it was June of the second year before the report of the first year was
published. And the fact that crime had gone down was heavily reported in
the local and national press. There were TV crews and press interviewers
everywhere. The project was written up in the Times as a big success.
Despite all my careful caveats, property marking was declared ‘to work’.
And the burglars read the newspapers and saw the Chief Constable on TV
like everyone else.
So did property marking work by itself? I don’t think so. Only in
conjunction with the sales pitch from the police and the special constables,
the publicity, the fact that the local people were talking about crime
prevention and agreeing, for most part, that it really worked – the police had
said so, and the newspapers agreed! And they had the magic bullet. The
effect was subtle, local, and not easily replicated.
That was burglary. What about car crime? Here the picture is rather
different. There has already been a 30% reduction in the theft of cars in
recent years and the government has set a target of a further 30% reduction
by March 2004.
There is very good evidence that the reduction in car theft so far achieved
has been due to the redesign of cars – the fitting of immobilisers and dead
locks. The police had argued for many years that some vehicles had locks
that were close to useless. Crime Prevention Officers estimated that you had
a 50% chance of opening any Ford Cortina with any Cortina key. But the
manufacturers were not inclined to do anything about this until the Home
Office published a car theft index which ranked cars by make on their
likelihood of being stolen. The then Home Secretary called the
manufacturers in to the Home Office to share the details with them. Of
course the cars at the top of the list were the ones popular with young
people. The Ford Escort Marks II and III, with go-faster stripes and the
Vauxhall Astra. If you do not want your car stolen buy a pink Lada Estate.
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Nobody steals them. The research was also able to show that the expensive
new cars coming off the assembly line were less likely to be stolen because
they did have better protection. The manufacturers responded appropriately
and all new cars are now better protected.
This car crime tale is a good example of what has been called the crime
cycle. Something new comes out. It gets stolen in a big way – the thieves
gather a harvest. Then we wake up to the fact that the design is bad, retro-fit
a solution and see crime drop.
• Innovation with neglect of crime consequences
• Reaping the crime harvest
• Retro-fit a solution
Too bad we didn’t get ahead of the game in the first place. The
characteristics of goods that fall into this category fit Ron Clarke’s acronym
CRAVED. They are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concealable
Removable
Available
Valuable
Enjoyable and
Disposable

This chart using British Crime Survey data illustrates Clarke’s point. It
shows goods taken from burglaries – cash, videos, stereos and hi-Fi
equipment and TVs over the years 1984-2000.
The chart shows that cash is consistently stolen in burglaries over the seven
sweeps of the British Crime Survey. The loss of TVs seems to have built up
to a peak and is now declining. Perhaps because the market these days for
second hand TVs is not what it once was – they are less ‘disposable’. How
many TVs do you have at home?
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There are numerous examples of projects in which crime rates change
following situational change. Here is a list of just a few:
• If new homes are ‘secured by design’, then burglary rates are 30%
lower than homes that are otherwise matched but do not meet the
secured by design standard.
• A Swedish study showed that by adding photographs to cheque guarantee
cards fraudulent use was reduced to 15% of its former level.
• Alcohol-related violence was reduced to around a quarter of its previous
level by changes to transport, food availability, entertainment choices and
control of binge drinking.
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• Regularly cleaning Graffiti from the trains in the New York Subway
eventually stopped the problem.
• Anti-robbery screens reduced robbery in sub-post offices.
• In 1995 mobile phone cloning in the USA was costing $800 million. A
whole raft of electronic counter measures taken by the industry all but
eliminated such losses by the end of the 1990s.
Lest you all think that the context is only relevant to property crime, let me
give two examples of how changes in context reduced homicides. The first, I
have already mentioned, is the dramatic drop in crime in New York City. I
first visited New York in 1984. I didn’t like it, the subway was covered in
graffiti and there was aggression on the streets. By 1992 there were over
2,000 murders and 600,000 serious crimes. According to Mayor Guiliani in
his State of the City Address of 2000, this has now dropped to an average of
700 murders (there is also 55% less crime). There is an ongoing argument
about what caused what in New York City, as I alluded to earlier, but there
does seem to be agreement that whatever caused the drop it was related to
changes in the immediate situation there. It was not caused by improved
parenting, or better educational facilities, but resulted from a reduction in the
number of guns on the streets and a variety of other situational changes.
I want to say here that we all talk a lot about the crime drop in New York,
and there have been literally hordes of visitors to the NYPD to look at how it
has been achieved. I have sat in on one of their CompStat meetings myself.
We should remember that although crime has reduced, there were still 671
homicides in NYC in 2000. The population of NYC is about 8 million. The
population of Greater London is about 7 million. We had 154 murders in
London in 2000. Perhaps they should be coming over here.
The other example I have of reductions in the rate of murder comes from
Boston. This is a better example because it was better documented and was
established as a project specifically to address juvenile homicides. The
principal investigator was David Kennedy of Harvard University. It is an
excellent example of the importance of persuasion and the power of context
in reducing crime – in this case, murder. It resulted in a 63% drop in the
monthly average number of youth homicides.
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The research team, with the help of the police, probation staff and other
agencies, identified the gangs, and their leaders who were causing much of
the problem. They showed that victims and offenders had similar and
extensive criminal records and thus appeared to be drawn from the same
populations, that gang members were often carrying weapons and were
afraid of being victims of violence when they were out. The gang members
were targeted for attention. They were told in no uncertain terms that the
violence had to stop. They were persuaded that the enforcement agencies
meant it.
The message stuck. One particular incident helped. There was one gang
leader who did not take the law enforcement agencies seriously. His name
was Freddie Cordoso, and he was on Federal Probation when he was
arrested with a live bullet in his pocket. That is a violation of the Federal
Gun Law and he was sent to prison for 18 years on the strength of it. And
the Boston team told everybody that had happened. Context matters – even
for homicide.
One of the things I realised when writing this lecture was for what a long
time I have felt situational crime prevention to be not just right but pretty
obvious. While my childhood friends were freaking out at the danger of the
Daleks on Dr Who, I was cool. I knew if I ever met one I would just run up
the first flight of stairs I could find! (Slide 19).
About offenders
I have so far spoken a lot about offences and said very little about offenders.
One of the major arguments against situational crime prevention and the
importance of context is the belief that ‘bad will out’. No matter that we
prevent all these crimes, the offenders will just go and do something else –
the crime will be displaced to use the jargon. There is now a lot of evidence
that if this happens it is to a very limited extent or not at all. An excellent
example comes from a study by Ron Clarke and Pat Mayhew looking at
suicide. If someone wants to commit suicide we assume that they are pretty
highly motivated, rather as we assume criminals to be. Clarke and Mayhew
showed, however, that the unexpected decline in suicides between 1963 and
1975 was almost certainly due to the phasing out of carbon monoxide from
British gas (See graph overleaf). Suicide by gas poisoning had accounted for
almost 40% of suicides in 1963 and was all but eliminated by 1975. Few of
those prevented from gassing themselves appear to have found some other
16
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way. Ron Clarke, incidentally, has agreed to come from New York to spend
some time as a visiting professor at the Jill Dando Institute, and I hope to
collaborate closely with Pat Mayhew. In fact most of the people I will quote
tonight are close to the heart of the new Crime Science adventure.
Nick Tilley’s ‘thought experiment’ makes the displacement point
effectively. Suppose all situational measures were to be abandoned: no
locks, no customs control, cash left for parking in an open pot for occasional
collection, no library checkouts, no baggage screening at airports, no ticket
checks at train stations, no traffic lights, etc, would there be no change in the
volume of crime and disorder? Would net safety levels remain the same? If
your answer is ‘No’, then your assumption is that situational measures do
not simply displace.
SUICIDES BY BRITISH GAS, ENGLAND AND WALES 1958-77
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At the risk of over generalisation, let me now suggest that there are two
kinds of ‘criminal’, the ‘opportunistic’ kind and the ‘proper’ kind. And in all
our thinking; in all our responses to crime; we muddle these two kinds up.
As a consequence, we underestimate how easily some crime could be
prevented, and we throw the criminal justice brick at some opportunistic
offenders who, frankly, could be dealt with far more effectively in other
ways. We also, as a consequence, spread policing effort too thinly, and do
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not properly target those ‘real’, high rate and serious offenders who may or
may not belong behind bars, but who certainly need to be caught.
There is a lot of evidence for the idea that there are opportunistic offenders
and, if you like, professional ones. The longitudinal Cambridge delinquency
study (West, 1982: 83) found substantially three groups: those who did not
commit offences, those who were convicted of only one offence or if more,
grew out of offending by about the age of 18, and persistent delinquents.
Nor are we well served by criminal statistics, which reinforce the view that
dangerous criminals surround us. In the twelve months to September 2000
there were 90,000 robberies in England and Wales. They are all serious, and
need to be addressed, but it would be a mistake to think that they are all
carried out like well planned military operations by hardened criminals. You
only have to look at Crimewatch to see how ludicrously amateur and
opportunistic many robberies are. When Paul Ekblom was doing his
research into the prevention of post office robberies he came back with
several tales of farcical robberies. One would-be robber had stood patiently
in a post office queue and when he got to the front of the line said to the
postmaster “hand over the cash or else” to which the immediate reply was
“We’re closed”. Of course the potential robber just walked out, in a bad
temper no doubt at the inflexibility of the post office hours. I found that tale
strangely plausible.
I should at this point stress that I do not want to trivialise crime. Although it
took very little to tip the robbery offence that I have just described, there are
some ‘professional’ offenders who are not so easily deterred. Furthermore,
opportunistic crime can be pretty devastating to the victim, and the once-off
offence, by an otherwise law-abiding person, can be murder.
In the case of the ‘professional’ it is not the severity of sentence but the
probability of capture that is most significant. This is an area where there is
very little hard evidence of what works, where and how. Some police forces,
particularly here in the UK, in parts of Australia, and elsewhere, are
targeting high rate offenders and they are doing a great job. They are
targeting those burglars or car thieves who are capable of causing a minor
local crime wave. They often account for the observed instability of local
crime figures, which so irritate researchers.
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If we are going to successfully tackle serious offenders and raise the arrest
rate, then we need to help the police make the very best use of modern
technology – DNA, fingerprints, ‘smart’ marking system and so on. I will
have a bit more to say about this later.
We also need to consider what we do with those offenders who end up in
prison. The present approach of the prison system in relation to the bulk of
offenders is to try to increase their chances of getting work following
release. If anything will reduce the rate of reconviction it is probably this.
But prisons are pretty awful places, not just physically but socially. Crimes
occur in prisons. I do not say this in any sense to condemn the prison system
or the staff who run it. If you take convicted offenders out of society it
would be surprising indeed if they suddenly became well behaved. And the
better we are at selecting the worst offenders for long sentences the more
difficult we make it for those trying to run prisons. The argument in the talk
so far, however, has been that context matters. We should, therefore, be able
to think of the design of imprisonment in such a way as to reduce theft,
violence, assault, corruption, drug taking and suicides. Particularly in young
offender establishments where by no means all of the inmates are lost to a
life of crime.
I have rather bombarded you for the last 30 minutes. Let me pull some
threads together briefly before moving on to look at the politicians’
approach.
I have said:
• The political rhetoric on crime is weak.
• Science could revolutionise crime control.
• Crime in advanced Western democracies is high because of all the
wonderful things there are to steal. The more temptation, the more
crime.
• Where temptation exists we must make sure there is less
opportunity to carry out a crime or benefit from it. The more
opportunity the more crime.
• There are two kinds of offender – the ‘opportunistic’ and the ‘real’
offenders who plan, and who commit a wide range of offences –
serious, trivial, violent and non-violent over a prolonged period.
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• At present we are not good at being able to tell one kind from
another.
• So we should make it easy to be honest, and make crime more
difficult for everyone. Increase effort, increase risk, remove
excuses, and reduce rewards. This will reduce the size of the
opportunistic offender population, may reduce the rate of
recruitment of more serious offenders and should significantly
reduce crime. It might even tip.
My colleague at the JDI, Ken Pease, has a good analogy. The opportunistic
offenders are like sand. Wash the sand away and you can see the rocks
beneath. That is where the serious crime can be found.

The Political Response
I noted earlier the political concern with controlling crime through the
criminal justice system and the almost complete lack of appreciation of the
power of context. Why is that?
I think there are several reasons. First, crime prevention does not grab the
headlines. “Thirty billion opportunities for crime were not taken today” is
not going to make the papers. Politicians care about what is in the papers.
There is nothing irrational or unreasonable about that. If I wanted to be
elected to government I’d care about what the papers say.
So what is wrong with prevention? It’s not newsworthy.
For many years I was involved in funding a programme of Home Office
research on repeat victimisation. I don’t have time here to go into the details
of this but the British Crime Survey tells us that about 4% of victims suffer
about 40% of all crime. Research has shown that by concentrating on the
victims of crime, and protecting them from further victimisation, crime can
be reduced. There is a fifteen-year programme of work supporting this
conclusion. I tried to persuade a Home Office Minister to look at the results
and get excited about it. Write it into speeches and so on. He was
sympathetic. He didn’t want to be unkind. There was I jumping up and down
screaming “this really works”. His response? Repeat Victimisation has too
many syllables. Can’t we call it something else?
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Another Minister thought it might work if we called it repeat offending? I
could see his point but didn’t feel it quite captured the sense of the research!
They were both saying nobody will remember it. I want a sound bite.
Calling for more arrests, stiffer sentences and more police officers on the
streets are great sound bites. They play to our desire to blame someone for
crime, and see them punished. That is what we say, it is what the media
fuels and it is, therefore, what our politicians respond to.
The public is in two minds about crime. It is one of those areas where there
is a big difference between what is said, and what is done. What they do is
lock their homes and cars, and guard their children – almost routinely. And
they try to protect their goods, families and friends from crime. What they
say is arrest these people and lock them away. And this is what politicians
attend to.
On top of which politicians get mixed messages from academics. We bog
ourselves down in the detail and in esoteric arguments and simply refuse to
say ‘what works’. Indeed, despite the millions of pounds, dollars and the
rest, that have been invested in research, some academics still claim that
they don’t know how to reduce crime.
What the public should be saying is that they want crime to go down. They
should be concentrating on the desired outcome, not on what they presume
to be the method of achieving it. And the politicians should reflect this is
their policies and funding programmes.
So what would I like to see politicians do? I would like them to invest in
hard-nosed, data driven prevention. I would like them to concentrate on this
in their speeches. I would like them to try to make the crime prevention
message stick. Of course I would like them to fund research, but of the right
kind (I think I mean by that, my kind); the kind of research that will produce
results in terms of a crime reduction pay-off.
It would be disingenuous of me not to acknowledge that the current
Government has taken two important steps in what I regard as the right
direction. They introduced the Crime and Disorder Act, which I think is one
of the most significant pieces of legislation in support of crime reduction as I
have been describing it. And they invested £250 million in a crime reduction
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programme. I would bet that most people not working in the field would be
unfamiliar with both. My hope is that whatever government is elected in
June, they will not give up on the idea of evidence-based crime reduction
and locally focused programmes. Both are right, but it will take time for us
all to learn how to deliver the tipping point.
Tony Blair found a great sound bite – “Tough on Crime and Tough on the
Causes of Crime”. I would love to ask him what he meant by ‘causes’, I
hope he included opportunities, and from the investment programme
associated with the Crime Reduction work I suspect he did. But I have this
feeling that the agenda is about to drift back to being tough on crime at the
expense of causes, and particularly at the expense of opportunities as causes.
And the closer we get to an election, the stronger that feeling gets. My
message to the politicians is don’t lose heart! Put your money on science –
crime science. We need a crusade, we need to create momentum and
maintain it. When Kennedy went for the moon he didn’t need to know the
rocket science, but he did need the will to support its development and the
scientists to deliver it.
“Crime Science” and the Jill Dando Institute
Crime Science involves the application of scientific principles to the
reduction of crime. It is outcome focussed and evidence-based. As I hope
you will have appreciated from this talk there is a huge amount of
knowledge out there already. It only needs the preventive lessons to be
prised out.
So the Crime Scientists at the Jill Dando Institute will capitalise on what we
already know and pull out the preventive implications.
One of those implications will be the need to engage a whole range of
academic disciplines in crime control. We need epidemiologists, economists,
geographers, psychologists, criminologists, mathematicians, engineers,
designers, architects, philosophers and creative thinkers, whoever they are,
to think about crime and what they can offer to its prevention. A few years
ago I was at a dinner designed to introduce ‘Whitehall’ to ‘the City’. It was a
noble attempt on the part of the Civil Service to broaden our collective
outlook. At this dinner I was sitting next to a lady whose job it was to
regulate the market and make sure it stayed stable. The stock exchange does
not like waves. I thought, if this lady knows how to regulate a market she
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must know how to de-regulate one. So what would she do if I asked her to
destabilise the drugs market, or the stolen goods market? Crime Science is
about getting people to think laterally from their special perspective about
crime control. It is not, in a sense, a subject so much as a process. So the JDI
will ‘connect’ with UCL and beyond.
And at the delivery end it will need joined-up government. Not just the
Home Office, but Health, Education, Environment, Transport and the
Regions, the DTI – all understanding that they do have a role to play in this.
It is not just rhetoric it is real. Our first and most abiding task will be to
engage with government.
I am surprised to have got this far without much mention of the police. We
will certainly aim to work with the police and persuade those not already
convinced that Crime Science has something to offer.
Instead of dealing with each offence as it happens the police and their
partners need to become more like the aircraft industry. If there is an
accident in the air the media response, and that of the airlines, is to ask what
went wrong? How can we be sure this will not happen again? How can we
redesign the plane, the runway, or the airport, to ensure even greater safely?
And after 50 years of doing this we now have an industry, which by any
standards is amazingly safe – notwithstanding our fears as the plane takes
off!
You may say that is accidents, not crime. So let us look at terrorism and air
safety. Catching terrorists, never mind bringing them to justice is a problem
in itself. So the police and the airlines, working with scientists, redesign the
procedures and processes that we all undergo when getting on a plane.
Security screening has been spectacularly successful in controlling terrorist
attacks, despite the occasional lapse.
We report crimes to the police; they have the facts; and in this country they
are part of a statutory partnership with local government. They are required,
with their crime and disorder partners, to produce a local crime audit and a
strategic plan for reduction. Some of these strategies are very good but most
are not. Neither the police nor the other agencies with whom they work, are
trained to analyse data in the way that it needs to be analysed in order to
reduce crime. We are expecting them to work like accident investigators
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without the training and support. The JDI will aim to help the police and
their partners in this vital task.
The Institute will ultimately have three parts:
A’ think tank’ – which will create the research and knowledge base
from which the Institute will gain its authority.
The think tank will be the home of the research programme. It will include a
strong social science component, which will focus on new ways to reduce
and prevent crime. It will adopt research methods that can provide
practitioners with the answer to what works, where and why questions. The
programme will be sensitive to the needs of practitioners and policy makers
and will encourage jointly funded projects with those in other UCL
disciplines.
There will also be a Crime Science Lab associated with the think tank – the
locus of work on hard science and computing. The Lab should become the
magnet for global crime technology and provide the Institute’s interface
with the Foresight Programme. Any company thinking of a new crimereducing product or technology could expect their products to be evaluated
with rigour, and they could expect feedback and support in improving their
ideas and developing products for the market place.
A ‘do tank’ – which will develop the levers to ensure that the ideas
and approaches developed through Crime Science are properly
disseminated and implemented. It will be responsible for raising the
profile of Crime Science globally.
The do tank will house the Institute’s publications section. It will also be
responsible for developing a marketing strategy for Crime Science. Our aim
should be to make opportunity reduction the preferred and automatic
response to crime, rather than the criminal justice system. One of the early
tasks in this area is the organisation of the meetings of the Crime Science
Network (CSN) – a group of like-minded individuals from around the world
who would like to see Crime Science flourish. The first meeting of this
initially small group will be held in June this year.
An important task for this part of the Institute will be to ensure that the
research is disseminated to practitioners in such a way that the material is
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both useful and used. They will also be responsible for the interaction of the
Institute with the Campbell Collaboration and for the establishment of a
system of knowledge management within the Institute which can be used as
a resource for the teaching programmes, short courses and the marketing of
Crime Science. The process of developing a knowledge management
system should also include the development of the Institute’s library.
A ‘tell tank’ – which will form the focus of the Institute’s teaching
programme.
The Tell Tank will be responsible for the development of all teaching
programmes. The first step will be to develop two short courses to be held as
soon as possible in 2001, one aimed at the Crime Reduction Partnerships
and the second targeted at crime analysts. This will introduce the latest ideas
from UCL geographers on mapping techniques as well as providing sessions
on environmental criminology provided in collaboration with Ron Clarke
from Rutgers University, in the United States.
In parallel with the development of the short courses we will be thinking
about the Masters courses and developing Crime Science modules for
inclusion in the teaching programmes of other disciplines – geography,
psychology, economics for starters.
At the end of 2002 we will have some experience of the short courses and
Masters programmes, we should have a developing research programme,
and we should have a module on Crime Science in the courses of other
disciplines. At that time we should formally review the proposal for an
undergraduate course.
The three sections will need to work closely together and it will be part of
my job to ensure that they do. And I will have immediate help from three of
the world’s leading academics in this field – Ron Clarke from Rutgers
University in the United States, Ken Pease from the University of
Huddersfield and Nick Tilley from Nottingham Trent University.
We also have our first secondee from the Police Service. Detective Chief
Inspector Richard Leary will be working with us as an Honorary Visiting
Fellow. I am particularly grateful to his Chief Constable, Sir Edward Crew,
for agreeing this. Richard will continue his groundbreaking work on the
FLINTS project for which he was awarded an MBE. FLINTS, or Forensic
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Led INTelligence System, provides for West Midlands Police a systematic
way of linking offenders, their associates and crime scenes in a way working
detectives can use.
On the immediate agenda:
Research
• Our first research project will be in partnership with the
Metropolitan Police. We will carry out an in depth analysis of all
homicides in the MPD area over the last two years and try to
develop preventive interventions that will reduce their frequency in
future. I believe this will be the first such study anywhere aimed at
preventing murder on such a scale.
• We will scan the considerable existing research and develop
models of ‘realistic crime prevention’ which can be applied at
local level and which can ‘tip’ local crime rates.
• We will work with the Prison Service on the design of the crimefree prison.
Product Design
• We will establish a product design group, which will aim to recruit
young, innovative designers and engineers across the university.
Our aim will be to design prototype products, which will reduce
the opportunities for crime.
• We will work with the DTI’s Foresight Programme.
Our work in this area will draw on the working methods of the US
innovation company – IDEO. When designing a new product, or redesigning
an old one, first they go out and see how people behave. Have you ever
watched women when they sit down in a restaurant? One of the first things
they do is try to work out where to put their handbag, or if it is Oxford
Street, where to put all the shopping as well. So we need a crime free chair
(slide 30). This is a close up of a design from Central St Martin’s (slide 31).
Observing how people behave in context will become one of the key
features of the way we work in future. Bratton did this on the New York
Transit. He would prowl the system late at night watching how it worked, or
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didn’t, and deciding what to do. We have police officers working in
communities all the time. We need to encourage them to think in these
preventive ways. I worked with a young police inspector in Sunderland
many years ago on a joint research project. After a while he started to
complain that he wasn’t sleeping very well – “All this thinking is doing my
head in. I didn’t join the police service to think!” Well he got the hang of it
and ended up a Chief Superintendent. There are lots of young officers out
there these days keen as mustard to engage with this agenda.
I’ve just come from Australia, where the weather is wonderful. My friends
live in a bungalow, like many Australians, and they don’t have air
conditioning. So if you leave the house you have to lock all the windows,
several door screens and doors, and set the burglar alarm. It takes ages.
Wouldn't it be good if you could just zap a central control unit and close the
whole house rather the way we are getting used to doing with our cars?
This is a new video design (slide 32), which will not work if it is stolen. And
we are promised “smart TVs” (slide 33) and other goods within a few years.
Smart goods know their place (slide 34). Remember the BCS data (slide
35)? What would the loss of videos and TVs have looked like if we had
designed them properly in the first place?
This, for which I am grateful to Paul Ekblom, is a crime free sporran (slide
36). He discovered it in a Glasgow museum. It apparently blows the fingers
off a would-be sporran picker. A crime free handbag might be nice but it
will need to be an improvement on the sporran! This is closer to the mark
(slide 37) – a wristband for young women in clubs and bars. It acts as a
purse.
This is a mouse (slide 38) (computer variety) which can read your thumb
print. It is the kind of project, which the Foresight Programme has been keen
to encourage, and we will hope to work with them on.
And finally this is a new design for a bike (slide 39). The handlebars swing
forward and grip a railing or lamp post; the saddle swings back, a notch
engages the rear wheel and locks it; the pedals lock vertically, so the thief’s
foot rests on the edge not the flat - and this can engage in a slot in the kerb.
And the crossbar itself substitutes for the classic D-lock - it unclips and
passes round a post. Here, you have to wreck the bike itself to steal it. Paul
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Ekblom has been working with product designers as part of the Home Office
Crime Reduction Programme and I am delighted to say that he will be
another leader in this field who will be appearing regularly at the Jill Dando
Institute.
One of the oft-expressed anxieties in relation to the idea of designing out
crime is that we will end up in fortress Britain. This is not an unrealistic
concern. But there is no reason why a crime free chair, a remote locking car,
or a personalised video should be seen as fortress-like. It is, however, a
caution to bear in mind. We also need to think ahead to how potential
offenders might try to overcome some of these design options. For example
there has been talk of finger or thumb print car opening systems. What
would the determined thief do if he then wanted to get into your car?
Perhaps cut your thumb off? So maybe we should make sure that the thumb
has some properly pumping blood in it and while we’re at it check the blood
pressure (for road rage) and the alcohol or drug level too.
Technology and Crime
Technology will be relevant to the Institute in two senses. We will be
interested in how it can help better to design goods and services. I touched
on some of this under product design. But we will also be interested in how
it can assist in catching more offenders, more efficiently, or offering new
treatment options. There are examples around now – DNA, fingerprints,
‘smart’ marking devices and high tech bugging systems. CCTV systems are
also becoming more sophisticated and can be programmed to search for
particular events or people.
But there are new developments coming along all the time. For example, the
psychologists say that it will not be long before we can identify which
particular part of the brain determines what behaviour. Violence for
example, could be isolated to a very small area, which could be ablated
using laser surgery. This takes “One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest” that bit
further. Do we want to do that? What are the ethics of such an approach?
How would it be controlled? This is why I listed philosophy as one of the
relevant disciplines in my earlier list. We need to debate the ethics of some
of these options before they are staring us in the face. The Jill Dando
Institute will provide a ‘safe’ forum for the discussion of some of their
issues.
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Working with others
Finally, we will work with others
• We will aim to have ten senior civil servants from every department
of State and at least one senior official from every local authority
through our doors within three years. And at least one ACPO member
and at least ten other officers from each police force in the UK within
five years.
• We will aim for a strong partnership with ACPO, the National Crime
Squad, the National Criminal Intelligence Service, the National Crime
Faculty and others.
• We will work with the police training organisations, particularly
Bramshill, in this country and internationally.
• We will work in collaboration with existing colleagues in the United
States, Australia and Europe, and with academics at UCL and in other
UK universities – drawing inspiration from them and feeding Crime
Science ideas back to them.
The JDI may be the first home for Crime Science but we hope that its ideas
will quickly become established in the mainstream teaching of other
universities and colleges. UCL has an astonishing track record for academic
leadership having pioneered the teaching of law, architecture, medicine,
geography and many languages. It is the right home for this new discipline.
Am I the right person to direct it? That is not for me to say, but it was
suggested by 50% of the people that I showed this lecture to (2 out of 4) that
I should say something about myself. To be honest I wasn’t keen, but I do
want to say this. I have spent over 30 years working in the Home Office as a
psychologist and a researcher. The civil servants see me as one of them, the
specialist researchers and academics think I am one of them, and I hope that
after establishing and then heading the Police Research Group, that the
police and their partners think I understand them too. I feel like a threelegged stool. What I have heard over those years, is the civil servants
criticise academics for their irrelevance, and political naivete. I have heard
the academics describe the civil servants as arrogant and ignorant. I won’t
tell you how they describe the politicians. And I have heard the practitioners
criticise them all – civil servants, politicians and academics for their
unrealistic demands and their literal irresponsibility. They do not have to run
a prison, police an estate, or deal with the pain of crime for victims and
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offenders. And I have seen some of the best politicians frustrated to the
point of hysteria wanting to know ‘what works’, and not getting a straight
answer from anyone.
I want to bring all these people together. I want to contribute to bringing the
epidemic under control. We will only do that if we are honest with each
other. If there is something wrong with the way research is reported then
researchers should be told. If the generalist civil servants need specialist
training we should provide it. If politicians want to know what works we
should design experiments that tell them. And to help the police and others
we should know where things work and why. This is the agenda that the JDI
will address.
I do not have a long list of peer reviewed publications, which is unusual for
a professor, but I do feel passionately about this agenda. And if I say the JDI
is going to change the world, then that is what it will do. But I can’t do it
alone, I need your help – I suspect you can now see why I say I am daunted!
Ten years on
If the Jill Dando Institute does all that is hoped for it then Crime Science will
be on the teaching menu of our universities and colleges.
We will begin to talk about crime and its control using very different
language. It will primarily be the language of prevention.
The criminal justice system will be humane and rational. It really will be the
place of last resort for those few determined offenders that cannot be easily
deterred. But they will spend time in prisons, which are also designed to
reinforce our society’s view that we all, including them, have a right to live
in a crime free world. Prisoners will be prepared for release in a crime free
prison.
The wonderful new technologies that are being developed will play a part.
They will make some crimes impossible and others far more difficult. Crime
opportunities will be brought under control.
The government will take responsibility for creating a context within which
we can all, as individuals and as members of our own local communities,
play a part in crime prevention. They will ensure that police, the crime and
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disorder partnerships, the manufacturers of good and the providers of
services all appreciate the role of opportunity in crime.
The analogy with medicine is a good one. The government provides the
infrastructure – the drains, sewers, inoculation programmes, which enable us
all to take preventive medicine seriously. But is it our responsibility to use
them. We wash our hands in the bathroom and teach our children to do the
same. So it is with crime prevention. The government has to provide the
structure within which we can all play a part. Individuals cannot change the
behaviour of car manufacturers, or reduce the use of cash, or influence the
design of mobile phones. That requires a national or even an international
response.
Scientists can provide theories of crime; they can point to the power of
context; they can produce techniques for catching criminals. They may even,
one day, show us how to change the cellular structure of DNA and design
serious or violent criminals out. But politicians need to take these ideas and
decide which are going to be used and how. It is for them to decide, in our
democracy, whether we catch more and more people and build more and
more prisons to put them in. Or whether we change the agenda and seriously
address the prevention issue. Whether we ensure that the techniques of the
scientist are finally brought to bear on the problem of crime.
Politicians or scientists – who has the answer to crime? In keeping with the
times I want to conclude that it has to be a partnership. And it is through
just such a partnership that we will achieve a tipping point in crime.
These will be our achievements in ten years time.
But finally, and most particularly, I hope that Jill Dando’s family, her
friends, and Alan Farthing her fiancé, will be able to look at those
achievements and agree that we have fulfilled their dreams and hers, and
that for all the grief and loss caused by Jill’s death, it was “not for nothing”.
Thank you.

Professor Gloria Laycock
University College London
26 April 2001
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