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Hot Spots Policing Trials

Campbell Review identifies 78 experimenta
and quasi experimental studies

62 of 78 tests show statistically significant
crime prevention benefits

Source: Braga, Papachristos, & Hureau (2012) and update (2018)
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Deterrence without Displacement

Combined Effect Sizes for Displacement and Diffusion Outcomes
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Std diff  Standard

inmeans  eror  p-Value
Fhila. Drug Gorners Combined 0.580 0085 0000 k
JC Disp. Frest Combined 0.3%6 0013 0000 | |
SC| Los Angeles Crime incidents 0.230 0114 0.001 ——
Fort St. Lucie Tactical Combined 0.363 0208 0082 ——
Mewark Foot Patrol Viglent crime incidents p.E2 0148 0.017 ——
Malme A CC TV Street sssault incidents 0.272 0256 0.288 —)—
Bogeta Parol/ Municipal Crime incidents 0739 0118 0.043 ——
Phila. Tactics Offender Violent orime incidents 0191 0083 0021 E o
KG Foot Patrol Viglent incidents 0.139 0055 0.001 L 3
London Bus Stops Combined 0.167 0200 0.405 —h—
C DMAP Combined 0.161 0289 0.550 ——
Glendale RTM Agg. violence incidents 0.181 0.208 ——
Osiland Beat Health Drug calls 0.160 0.000 ||
JC Disp. Drug Combined 0124 0.000 | |
Colorado Springs RTM MV theft incidents 0.120 0.308 -
Mewsrk R TI Gun viclence incidents 0.120 0.258 i
Stocsholm POP Robbery incidents 0109 0.57
DC Summer Crime Robbery calk 0104 0.568
Camden Supressicn Crime incidents 0102 0.398
Phils. Prad Marked Property incidents 0.088 0.188
N Impact Grime incidents 0,074 0.000
Buencs Aires Police Protect Combined 0.051 0.540
JC POP Combined 0,049 0.000
St. Louis GunE-Pairol Gunviclence incidents 0025 0:520
Newark A-GCTV Combined 0013 0.55
Lowsll POP Total calls 0013 0.000
Peterboroug h Perl Crime incidents 0.010 0320
Boston SST Viclent incidents 0.003 0.000
Glendsle SPI Calls for service 0.008 0.524
Fhila. Pred. Unmerked Froperty incidents -0.015 0821
Bogats Parol Crime incidents -0.025 0.591
KC Gun Gun erimes -0.044 0.988
Jacksomille FOP Combined -0.050 0.788
Fhila. F oot Patrol Viglentincidents -0.057 0.000
Sweden A-CCTV Vislent incidents -0.075 0.191
hies 3 LFR Patrol Combined 0077 0.754
Jacksomille Parol Combined -0.088 0854
Sacramento Fatrol Combined -0.157 0.118
Palos Verde Tesm Calls for service -0.182 o.nm2
Mies 3 Patrol / Surv. Combined -0.248 0310

0.088 0.000 ¥
-2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00

FavorsDisplacement

Favors Diffusion

Random Effects Model, Q = 22850.673, df = 39, p =.0000



e L —

Campbell Collaboration — Focused Deterrence Search

MediaCentre | Blog | NewsletterSignUp | ARCHIE login Go
Campbell

CO“Gboraﬁon Global Funds Better Evidence Campbell Library For Researchers Funding News/Events About Us

Better evidence for a better world

Evidence For Better

The Campbell Library Tl Nl e

Register Review With
Campbell

Crime and Justice

ARC
lifecoursecentre

preventing deep disadvantage: realising

life’'s potential




Campbell

CO“GbOI"GﬁOn Global Funds Better Evidence Campbell Library For Researchers Funding

Better evidence for a better world

4 (Go back to search results or Start a new search

The effects of ‘pulling levers’ focused deterrence strategies on crime

Authors: Anthony A. Braga, David L. Weisburd
Published date: 2012-03-04
Coordinating group(s): Crime and Justice

IReurew (6782 downloads) o (4

IProtﬂc:oI (1148 downloads) &

ITitIe (903 downloads) o (4

I Plain Language Summary| (874 downloads) -'.‘- E'}'

Resumen en lenguaje sencillo| (255 downloads) & £

@ Download all files

ARC m iI'I Share JLEERLTEIE
lifecoursecentre

preventing deep disadvantage: realising life's potential

T e




About this systematic review

This Czmpbell systematic review zssesses the effectiveness of focused deterrence strategies
known as "pulling levels" in reducing crime. The review summarises findings from 10 studies, all
ofwhich report evidence from programmes in the US.

What are the main results?

Pulling levers focused deterrence strategies are associated with 2 medium-sized crime reduction
effect. Mine out of 10 studies reported 2 statistically significant positive effect. There is a strongly significant medium size effect
zverage effect across 2ll studies.

Gang or group intervention programs had the largest effect, followed by the drug market intervention programs, with the
smallest but still statistically significant effect for the high-risk individuzls programs.

Allincluded studies use non-randomized experimental designs, which have a risk of over-stating impact. However, the effect size
iz larze enough to have reasonable confidence in the effectiveness of these programs.

Background

A number of American police departments have been experimenting with new problem-oriented policing frameworks to prevent
gang and group-invelved violence. These are generally known as the “pulling levers" focused deterrence strategies. Focused
deterrence strategies honor core deterrence ideas, such as increasing risks faced by offenders, while finding new and creative
ways of deploying traditional and non-traditional law enforcement tools to do so, such as directly communicating incentives and
disincentives to targeted offenders. Fioneered in Boston to halt serious gang violence, the focused deterrence framework has
been zpplied in many American cities through federally sponsored violence prevention programs.

Inits simplest form, the approach consists of selecting a particular crime problem, such 25 zang homicide; convening an inter-
zgency working group of law enforcement, socizl service and community-based practitioners; conducting research to identify key
offenders, groups, and behavior patterns; framing a response to offenders and groups of offenders that uses 2 varied menu of
sanctions {"pulling levers") to stop them from continuing their violent behavior; focusing social services and community resources
on targeted offenders and groups to match law enforcement prevention efforts; 2nd directhy and repeatedly communicating with
offenders to make them understand why they are receiving this specizl attention.

These new strategic approzaches have been applied to 2 range of crime problems, such as overt drug markets and individual
repeat offenders, and have shown promising results in the reduction of crime.

Objectives

To synthesize the extant evaluztion literature and assess the effects of pulling levers focused deterrence strategies on crime.

Selection criteria

Eligible studies had to mest three criteriz: (1) the program had to have the core elements of 2 pulling levers focused deterrence
strategy present; {2) a comparison group was included; {3) at least one arime outcome was reported. The units of analysis had to
be people or places.

Search strategy

Severzl stratesies were used to perform an exhaustive search for literature fitting the eligibility criteria. First, 2 keyword search
wizs performed on 2n array of online abstract databases. Second, we reviewed the bibliographies of past narrative and empirical
reviews of literature that examined the effectiveness of pulling levers focused deterrence programs. Third, we performed
forward searches for works that have cited seminal focused deterrence studies. Fourth, we searched bibliographies of narrative
reviews of police crime prevention efforts and past completed Campbell systematic reviews of police crime prevention efforts.
Fifth, we performed hand searches of leading journals inthe field.

Diata collection and analysis

For our ten eligible studies, we complete a narrative review of effectiveness and 2 formal meta-analysis of the main effects of
these programs on reported crime outcomes.

ARC

Main results
I ife CO l I rS e C e n t r-€ Based on our narrative review, we find that nine of the ten eligible evaluations reparted statisticzlly significant reductions in
crime. It is important to note here that all ten evzluztions used nonrandomized guasi-experimental designs, No randomized
controlled trizls were identified by cur search stratesies. Qur meta-analysis sugzests that pulling levers focused deterrence

preven tin g dee F strategies zre associated with an overall statistically-significart, medium-sized erime reduction effect.
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“Pulling levers” focused
deterrence strategies
appear to be effective
in reducing crime

What is the aim of this review?

This Campbell systematic review assesses the
effectiveness of focused deterrence strat-
egies known as “pulling levels” in reducing
crime. The review summarises findings from
10 studies, all of which report evidence from
programmes in the United States.

Focused deterrence strategies tackle a
particular crime problem by applying a varied
menu of sanctions (“pulling levers”) as well as
focusing social services and community
resources on targeted offenders, and
communicating with offenders about the
attention they are receiving. These strategies
have been successful in reducing crime.

What did the review study?

“Pulling levers” focused deterrence

strategies are a policing framework to prevent
gang, drug market, and individual violence. The
approach consists of selecting a particular crime
problem, such as gang homicide; convening an
interagency working group of law enforcement,
social service, and community-based
practitioners; conducting research to identify
key offenders, groups, and behavior patterns;
framing a response to offenders and groups of
offenders that uses a varied menu of sanctions
(“pulling levers”) to stop them from continuing
their violent behavior; focusing social services
and community resources on targeted offenders
and groups to match law enforcement
prevention efforts; and directly and repeatedly
communicating with offenders to make them
understand why they are receiving this special
attention.

This policing framework has been applied in a
number of American cities.

What studies are included?

Included studies tested programs which had
the core elements of a pulling levers focused
deterrence strategy, using a comparison group
to test the effect on crime outcomes.

Ten studies were included which examined
pulling levers focused deterrence interventions
Implemented in small, medium, and large U.S.
cities.




Risk Factors for Radicalization of Beliefs

Radicalization of beliefs
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Different Risk Factors

Some key differences

Radicalization

of action

* Higher education * Collective relative
has a larger impact on  deprivation has a larger
belief than on action effect on action than on belief
* Employment, * Poor integration and

marital and institutional trust have

immigrant statuses larger effects on action than
have larger effects on  on belief.

belief than on action * Differential associations
have a stronger effect on

- action than beljef



Translating Research into Practice




Three Messages

1. What do we learn from analysis of data?
2. What do we learn from systematic reviews?
3. What do we learn from experiments?
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Chart 2
Police-reported crime and youth crime rates, by offence type,
2000 to 2014

rate per 100,000
population
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Youth drug offences

Total vouth crime

== == Yguth violent crime
= = = Youth other Criminal Code offences

Mote: Youth crime is the rate of youth {aged 12 to 17) accused in Criminal Code offences (excluding traffic). Total
crime rate is the rate of incidents of Criminal Code offences (excluding traffic) reported by police. Rates are
calculated on the basis of 100,000 population. Populations are based upon July 1=t estimates from Statistics Canada,
Demuography Division. Rates in this chart are based on the Uniform Crime Reporting Survey (UCR) and differ slightly
from the rates in the tables and text of this report. (See 'Survey description”).

Source: Statistics Canada, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Uniform Crime Reporting Survey.




Youth Crime Declining in Denmark

Antal mistanker/sigtelser for straffelovsovertradelser mod 10-17-arige, 2006-2016,
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Figure 2: Cumulative prevalence of offending, by age and cohort (%)

Where have all the young
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offenders gone?
Examining changes in
offending between two .
NSW birth cohorts

Jason Payne, Rick Brown and Roderic Broadhurst o
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SNAPSHOT for TWO NSW BIRTH COHORTS (born 1984 and 1994)

The prevalence of violent offending was 2.6 and 1.8 percent, respectively—a decline of 32 percent

The prevalence of property offending was 3.8 and 1.7 percent, respectively—a decline of 56 percent

The prevalence of drug offending was 1.7 and 1.3 percent, respectively—a decline of 22 percent

The prevalence of disorderly conduct offences was 3.3 and 1.9 percent, respectively—a decline of 42 percent



Where have all the young
offenders gone?
Examining changes in
offending between two
NSW birth cohorts

Jason Payne, Rick Brown and Roderic Broadhurst

Table 3: Once-only, moderate and chronic (5+) offenders by age 21 (offence rate and proportion of offences)

Offenders Offences ¥ Offenders Offences % of

(n) (n) (n) (n) offences

1 offence 3,216 3,216 1.0 8.9 1,529 1,529 1.0 6.4

2-4 offences 2,853 8,480 3.0 23.4 1,438 3,892 2.7 16.4
5+ offences 1,818 24,574 13.5 1,365 18,380 13.5 @

Total 7,887 36,270 4.6 100.0 4,332 23,801 5.5 100.0

Group of ‘chronic’ offenders (those committing 5+ offences) in the
1994 birth cohort who committed crime at a higher rate and
accounted for a larger proportion of offences (77.2%) than the 1984
birth cohort of ‘chronic’ offenders (67.8%)



Moffitt’s Taxonomy

Life course

/ persistent

Adolescent
limited

Crime

birth 18-24 yrs old age






Three Messages

1. What do we learn from analysis of data?

2. What do we learn from systematic reviews?

3. What do we learn from experiments?



* Involves the redirection of offenders away from
conventional criminal justice processes to minimise
contact with the formal criminal justice system

BUT can also....

* Involve diversion Into a program, including education
and treatment programs to provide opportunities to
address offending



Summary of diversion programs that can be
employed for use/possession offences in
Australia, by type and state/territory
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o CampbellCollaboration

Crime and Justice Coordinating Group

Police-initiated diversion for youth to prevent
future delinquent behavior: a systematic review

David.B. Wilson, lain Brennan, Ajima Olaghere

A Campbell Systematic Review Published: June 2018
2018:5 Search executed: January 2017




Figure 1: Reference flow diagram

14,161 total yield -
{excluding CINCH and 2,182 duplicates
ASSIA) removed
v
11,979 potentially
eligible for inclusion

L ¥

11,713 ineligible based 67 tagged as relevant
on title and abstract reviews for study
screening background/ context
‘ !
220tagged as - 32 references
potentially eligible for added from
further review hand searches
3
26 eligible for full -text

review and coding

v
19 independent
evaluations included in
meta-analysis

A combination of 26 databases and websites were searched. References of relevant reviews were also scanned to
identify studies. Consultation with experts in the field. Searches executed by two reviewers. Search conducted between
August 2016 and January 2017
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* The overall result across all studies translates into a 6
percentage point reduction in reoffending from a
benchmark rate of 50 percent

* Police-led diversion of low-risk youth who come Iinto
contact with the justice system is MODESTLY more
effective in reducing a youth’s future contact with the
justice system compared to traditional processing



Three Messages

1. What do we learn from analysis of data?
2. What do we learn from systematic reviews?

3. What do we learn from experiments?
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Tensions with Police




Police and schools decided to form a
partnership.....




Third Party Policing Partnership

Partnership Legal Lever(s)

[ A
PROBLEM PEOPLE,
PUBLIC POLICE PARTNEBS PLACES OR SITUATIONS
- Third Parties d
First Party S— Second Parties
4 J (Proximate Targe (Ultimate Targets)
~—

General Police Responses




Truancy Laws

Magistrate issues fine to parent for
failure to ensure their child attends
school (first offence up to $600;
subsequent up to 51200






Main Results

v Lengthened “time to failure” for recidivist offending
v Lengthened “time to failure” for repeat school absences
v" Increased self-reported willingness to go to school
v" Increased parental understanding of the law -> increased school attendance
v' Reduced self-reported anti-social behavior
(one year & two years post random assignment)



How do you translate, upscale &
move forward?
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‘Policing Schools’ Strategies: A Review of the
Evaluation Evidence

Anthony Petrosino
WestEd

Sarah Guckenburg
WestEd

Trevor Fronius
WesiEd

» N = 11 quasi experimental evaluations

» Mainly weak designs, pre-post with no comparison
group

» No crime control benefits found

> Possible backfire effect — increase in arrests for minor
student misbehaviour

ARC
lifecoursecentre

preventing deep disadvantage: realising life's potential




ASEP in New Contexts

What benefit do you get by reallocating the role of School-
Based Police Officers to take on an ASEP role?

Does ASEP work at scale? 102 young truants -> 1,000
young truants

Does it work better/worse for younger age truants than
older age truants?

Gender differences?
Cultural differences?



Evaluation
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Evaluation
from
Context 1

N

’

\.

Evidence

N\

J

{}

Evaluation
from
Context 3

Translation >

| 'C_ont_ext_ 4 _




ARC
lifecoursecentre



ARC
lifecoursecentre

preventing deep disadvantage: realising life's potential










, Campbell
Collaboration

Better evidence for a better world




