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Introduction:





Almost all acquisitive crimes are economic based property offenses.  Most instrumental crimes are for-profit offenses, and many violent acts - expressive aggression excluded - are intended to produce monetary gain.  Few crimes of passion however, return a pure economic benefit, or yield financial reward.  Who among us really believe that street criminals - the more dangerous predatory variety - really calculate their Return on Investment (ROI) utilizing a full set of cost-benefit variables?





Only in theory are “law violations inversely related to the threat of legal punishment”.  The rational choice model of criminal decision making is a fundamental, but flawed, premise of perceptual deterrence.  In the place of objective judgments, our culture has substituted FEELINGS.  Ie, “Just Do It”, or, “It’s OK if it feels good”.  Criminals tend to subscribe to this same philosophy.





In reality, offender decisions to perpetrate, or not commit a particular predatory crime, will logically precede both (1) target selection, and (2) actual commission of the selected crime.  This decision making process is inconsistent with traditional theoretical models.  Prior experience with the criminal justice process is believed to have reinforced this belief in youthful violators. 





Opportunity (a crime of) explanations fail to account for the chronic offenders’ famous “situational rationality” because acquisitive offense actors believe that they will not be caught anyway, or, if ever, will receive only minimal punishment.  This is both the perception and the reality.





What is deterrence?  Example:   Warning sign: ‘TRESPASSORS are shot;                                          


                                Survivors will be prosecuted” 





Where did it originate?		Judeo-Christian values acquired from    


Biblical tradition of deterrence to evil.  Believers in saints and sinners all know where the evil doers will wind up.





Why is it important?	Example:	A small retail store operating on a


6% margin of profit will have to make up $ 16.00 in sales to offset every one dollar in shoplifting loss.


(.06 X 16. = $ 0.96)


Deterrence Models:





Bad folks have to be dissuaded from wrongdoing by various means that work to discourage some of the people, some of the time.  There is no such thing as pure, zero-failure, one hundred percent, perfect crime prevention.  There is only crime deterrence!  Asset protection and loss prevention efforts are little more than attempts at situational crime prevention by influencing a person’s free will.  Crime control is just another of the myriad myths that we wish would come true across society and in our criminal justice administration.





“Don’t do the crime if you can’t afford the time” sounds like good advice to us reasonable, ordinary citizen types, until we learn that the average offender’s thought sequences are characteristically  illogical and deficient.  This does not mean that the crooks are not successful, dangerous, or efficient predators.  Since criminals tend to be remorseless, they are different, by definition; hard to understand, and often impossible to effectively control.  Some of the crime abatement initiatives enjoy cyclic/seasonal success in certain environments.  They are:





	A	Economic		-	Cost benefit		 				B	Psychological	-	Passive risk


	C	Hydraulic		-	Active displacement


	D	Physical		-	Built environment


	E	Retributive	-	Forced interdiction





Economic disincentives tend to be investment intensive, and include low profit margins, high capture risk, marginal skill levels, tool proficiency, equipment assets and financial success probability.





Psychological disincentives can include passive signage deterrents like `no trespassing’, ` bills larger than $ 20.00 not accepted’, `shoplifters will be prosecuted’, CPTED, limited escape routes, surveillance cameras, street lighting and always the possibly armed and/or non-compliant victim prospects.





Hydraulic disincentives will encompass active geographic displacement strategies such as high visibility, marked-vehicle law enforcement patrols and aggressive uniformed police/security saturation presence.





Physical disincentives are `time delay devices’ such as barrier fences, safes, alarm systems, locks and bars, visitor access controls, intrusion detection and similar hardware enhancements.





Retributive disincentives imply an ability and willingness to `get even’ by repayment in like kind, such as vigilante justice or even retaliatory aggression.





Theoretical Considerations:


In assessing the cognitive domain of a property offender, a particular deterrence concern ostensibly involves the dynamics of deciding the extent of “risk”.  Temporal and spatial characteristics take on added importance to the probability of accomplishment.  Several studies determined that inexperienced individuals hold high perceptions of risk during the early stages of offending, but later modify their fear of being caught once they grow more familiar with criminality.  (Brown, 1997)





Opponents of the “Three Strikes” Laws argue that the American judicial system is nothing if not slow.  The three essential ingredients for successful judicial deterrence are: (1) certainty of penalty; (2) severity of penalty; and, (3) latency of the penalty.  It is argued that career felons with prior prison experience become acculturated to the penitentiary setting, and embrace a survival mentality that runs counter to the desired averse experience.  Thus the chronic recidivator is expected to stop repeating his crimes after they have already repeated their crimes.  Not just more bad logic, but seriously imperfect public policy.





Once criminals have successfully made the transition to inmate, the prisonization process desensitizes their risk inhibitions.  On the other hand, too mild a penalty lacks sufficient deterrence effect. (Patch, 1998)  We just can’t seem to find any effective middle ground.





Thesis:





A defective “ rational man / free will ” theory implies that the bad guys are aware, cognizant and concerned about their detection.  If one accepts the premise that an alert offender can/could/should/would realize or recognize when an effective security deterrent exists, it seems only logical to conclude that any reduced probability of success will have the desired effect of discouraging some imminently violent or unlawful behavior.  Wrong!





Common criminals just don’t have a realistic perception of either the probability or severity of sanctions.  According to psychologists, humans tend to act based on perceptions and subjective influences which fail to produce the most optimal or rational actions.  These decisions are not objectively reliable or remotely predictable. 





The US foreign policy for the last half century has rested entirely on the concept of “Mutually Assured Destruction” (MAD).  An effective Cold War deterrent was never tested because a recurring, retributive threat of nuclear holocaust achieved a desired foreign-policy effect upon rival world powers.





Over five years ago in the East African nation of Somalia, a US military-enforced aid program was terminated when the Army’s vaunted Delta Force was defeated by a local Mogadishu street gang on the occasion of its very first combat deployment.  This well-publicized military debacle rivaled the Seventh Cavalry’s defeat at the Little Big Horn during the plains Indian Wars.  It also demonstrated to the international community that deterring intercontinental aggression may rest more on appearance than substance.  You may recall that the entire free world felt sympathy after viewing televised portrayals of starving children in a nation impoverished by feuding, home-grown war lords.  One element of Mohammed Adid’s power base rested on stolen and misappropriated international aid - foodstuffs and medicine.  Here was a case of the world’s greatest super power helpless to effectively confront a regional war-lord.





The apparent lesson for criminal justice administration should be that the bad guys constantly need to be convinced of some coercive public policy supremacy.  Unfortunately, an offender population must first be concerned over their plight, before rational influences can effect the thought process necessary to balance self interest and survival.  The  objective is to alter behavior through implied or direct propaganda messages transmitted through the above five channels of perceptual deterrence.  Its going to be impossible to deter folks whose crowning achievement in life is giving their lives for the causes advocated in their belief system.  Picture scaring off the likes of Osama bin Laden or Timothy McVey with hype.





Government and business find themselves marketing an anemic consumerist notion of effective crime prevention to the very same population of offenders whose behavior alteration is impervious to threats or admonitions that they just won’t listen for or hear.  The cost-benefit communication holds little or no appeal to violent, or highly-motivated street criminals.





If the electric chair, armed victims, 800,000 police personnel and 2 million perpetrators under correctional supervision is not sufficiently convincing, we’re left with more effete programs like the Ad Council’s Mc Gruff - the Crime Prevention Dog we’ve all seen encouraging us to “Take a Bite Out of Crime”.  Consider the 1994 Crime Act which funneled federal funds into local communities for midnight basketball when the whole of urban America was passing


curfew ordinances to keep unsupervised kids off the streets.  Hello?





Assets Protection and Loss Prevention:





Risk management from a practitioner perspective requires examination from the principals’ (perpetrators, victims, enforcement officers, insurance carriers and judicial administration) viewpoints.





	A	Perpetrators		-	Target selection-attractive


	B	Law enforcement		-	Manpower deployment-reactive


	C	Security Manager		-	Threat assessment-counter


D	Victims			-	Loss adjustment-insurance	





Crime reduction initiatives are tied to an analytical process of loss exposure and estimation which includes: (1) Probability of an adverse event; (2) Frequency of the loss event; and, (3) Criticality, impact or devastation of the loss happening.  Countermeasures are devised and put into effect once the level and type of exposure has been identified and ranked.  These initiatives are generally referred to as situational crime prevention measures.  They have to be event, place and activity-specific to be effective!  The concepts which these procedures are built around must be consistent with our national sense of individual rights and freedoms.





Most public safety administrators and private security managers tend to accept - perhaps unconsciously - the hypothesis that “honesty is a controllable variable” and there are two types of individual honesty: (1) moral honesty, and: (2) conditioned honesty.  It is the good people who fall into the moral honesty category who believe that “conditional honesty results from fearing the consequences of being identified and caught. It just seems natural to assume that it is a product of reasoning.  If an honest act is made without a conscious decision, it is because of moral honesty, but if the act is based on the studied consideration of the consequences, that act has now supposedly resulted from a conditioned-honesty decision. (Fischer, 1992)





Once we buy into this thesis and the logic which supports the proposition, it would seem to follow that a criminal’s behavior is based on three elements: (1) Motive; (2) Desire; and (3) Opportunity.


Security practitioners tend to accept the view that “opportunity” is an absence of barriers within their realm of ‘target hardening’ whereas, desire and motive are beyond the scope of loss prevention  and assets protection theory of behavior modification.





After all, the people who manufacture locks, safes, alarms, barrier fences, surveillance systems and access-control devices all rely on this theory to justify their existence.  But despite the wonderful technology, their applications are all nothing more than “time delay devices”.  These measures can defer and delay the attack, but can’t really prevent it.





Character Issues





Violent crime and social pathologies have always perplexed criminologists searching for the causes of crimogenic behavior.  The issue of low impulse control thresholds remain applicable to most forms of property and persons crime offenders.





Crime lifestyle behaviors are normally comprised of : (1) Irresponsibility; (2) Self Indulgence; (3) Interpersonal Intrusiveness; and (4) social Rule Breaking.





A generally accepted ‘ low self-control index’ is characterized by: (1) Impulsiveness; (2) Low Persistence and Tenacity; (3) Physicality; (4) Adventurousness/Risk Seeking; (5) Insensitivity/Self Centeredness; and (6) Low Frustration tolerance





Drugs and Alcohol:





Substance impaired offenders are simply not good candidates for situational behavior modification based on philosophical, metaphysical or psychological understanding.  Addicts suffer brain impairment from psychoactive chemicals and dulled sensibilities from mood-altering drugs.  You can’t depend on them to care too much about getting caught because their priorities are altered beyond any sound reasoning.  Many drug-dependent individuals are hooked on prescription medications, some of which have serious side effects.





Viewed as an economic process, we learned in business 101 that over 80% of a convenience stores profits come directly from the coolers.  Since these 24 hour sunbelt industries are low-profit, but high volume entities, there are lots of folks purchasing beverages and driving off.  All of those purchases are not just for milk and soda.





Offender research consistently reflects the prevalence of drug and alcohol-involved criminals in both violent and property crimes.  Most Emergency Room (ER) personnel refer to alcohol as “liquid stupidity”.  Law enforcement officers agree with their medical colleagues that alcohol abuse is the primary occasion for the regular hospital weekend meetings of the local “Saturday Night Gun and Knife Club” chapter.  Drunks are uninhibited and may not care about behavioral modification through crime deterrence.  Example: Surveillance antics.





US Justice Department research by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) reveals that nearly 40% of all violent victimizations involve use of ethyl alcohol (etoh).  About 4 in 10 fatal motor vehicle collisions involve alcohol involved parties, and a similar percent of criminal offenders self-report that they were using etoh at the time of their offense.  (Greenfield, 1998)





1995 National Crime Victimization Survey data revealed that victims of violent crime reported in 30% of cases that offenders were believed to have been under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol (etoh), or both.  When jail inmates were surveyed in 1989, 44% used drugs in the month before their offense; 30% used drugs daily in the month prior to the offense for which they were incarcerated; and 27% admitted to having used drugs at the time of their offense.





Drug offending inmates in local jails admitted in 1989 to being under the influence of drugs at the time of their sentencing offense in almost 40% of cases.  Convicted burglars were under the influence in 38% of the cases, and robbers in 35% of their offenses.  And homicide offenders self-reported at the rate of 18%.  When state penitentiary inmates were surveyed in 1991, the percentage of convicts who used drugs in the month prior to their sentencing offense increased to 50%





DEA Administrator Thomas Constantine addressed the Metropolitan Crime Commission of Jackson, MS in January (1999) where he reported that 70% of felony offenders arrested in the USA are under the influence of drugs during commission of the crime for which they were arrested.  DEA’s top man said that an average 31% of all state inmates were drug influenced, among those included homicide convicts at 28%; robbery at 38% and 40% of all burglaries were perpetrated by an inmate under the influence at the time.  (Jax MCC, 1999) 





The Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) reported in early 1999 that by 1997, 57% of state prisoners and 45% of federal prisoners said they had used drugs in the month before their offense.  Based on 1997 data, 21% of state prisoners and over 60% of federal inmates were incarcerated for some form of drug law violation. (Mumola, 1999)





A 1998 study by the National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse


reported that nearly 1.4 million prisoners have abused drugs or etoh, committed their crime under the influence, stolen to get money to buy drugs, or violated drug and etoh laws.  The reported estimated that by 2000 the US will spend more than $ 100 M per day to incarcerate offenders with serious drug and alcohol problems. (NCASD, 1998)





Alcohol-involved drivers constituted over 25% of vehicles on the road in 1996.  In a Christmas time safe driving message last year, President Clinton disclosed that almost three fifths of 46.5 million drug and alcohol using drivers consumed alcoholic beverages within two hours of operating a motor vehicle. In a joint survey taken by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration along with the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration, it was learned that 28% of American drivers used drugs, alcohol or both in the two hours prior to driving a motor vehicle during 1996.





Mental Illness:





While very few mentally ill people are violent, few violent people are mentally ill.  Normal folks almost always consider violent and aggressive offenders as crazy or sick, but that is just because the behaviors are so abhorrent or foreign to regular good citizens.  The insanity defense is a legal concept - not a medical or mental health term.





Stressed out, depressed and/or suicidal people are very dangerous.  Their death-wish behaviors often drive high risk actions designed to achieve self-destruction.  This researcher has found that a substantial percentage (as yet undetermined number) of citizens killed by police officers in the line of duty orchestrate the fatal confrontation (victim-precipitated) with the hope that a policeman will take their life.  This tragic phenomena is known as “Suicide by Cop”, and is a matter of great concern to law enforcement management.





A recent National Institute of Justice study found that over 15% of US jail and prison inmates suffer some form of mental illness.  Only 7% of federal convicts were afflicted, while 16% of local jail inmates and detainees had serious mental illness problems.  When only violent offenders were surveyed, 20% of this category had diagnosable mental illness.





The research has been heavily criticized by informed health care professionals who complain the definitions used were far too conservative, because most estimates of inmate mental derangement is significantly higher - sometimes by two or three times.  And some criminals are just plain stupid.  (Balzer, 1999)





Ineffective Deterrence Example: persistent bank lobby robberies . . .


(Dye packs, marked money, tear gas bombs and motion video & fixed frame camera surveillance, plus. . . lobby guards, etc.)





Armored transport services encounter very high risk of lethal violence by robbers who attack armed guards with radios and ballistic vehicle protection.


 


Research Findings:





LIGHTING





There have been several inconclusive studies over the past 30 years to explore the crime-reduction benefits of public lighting.  The three main projects were all unable to tie different lighting levels to any positive change in reported offenses.  Despite our strong intuitive association between illumination and a perception of safety, there is nothing to validate any material advantages of urban street lighting of varying intensity with deterrent success.





While this may just be a problem of weak research methodologies, law enforcement practitioners have little faith in the viewpoints of prisoner surveys.  It may be that the best source of reliable data is simply too unreliable to be believed by experienced practitioners.





SECURITY





The good news is that many well thought out security programs will work on minor, non-violent property offenders and with many employees in workplace settings.  The violent, reckless, highly motivated and hard to deter predators constitute a growing share of the overall offender population.  These actors used to be the fringe element, but with the advent of crack cocaine and other drugs of abuse, their prevalence in numbers and appetite for gratuitous violence is well established.





Private sector interests simply can not afford to misjudge the potential harm that this group is capable of inflicting.  Nor can anyone afford misplaced confidence in high technology deterrent systems that are not use or situation-specific proven effective.





POLICE





As recently as a decade ago most armed robbers were viewed as fundamentally rational beings who mostly responded to elemental dangers in their chosen work.  Law enforcement considered these more sophisticated robbers as cautious and particular in their target selection.  They could even be counted upon to behave in an expected, non-violent manner.  Not so, today.





More police officers are killed by robbers than any other single category of lethal felon, and more armed robbers are killed by police than other kinds of violent offenders.  As yet incomplete research by the undersigned suggests that the most prevalent capital offenses charged against a majority of death-row inmates is robbery murder.





CLEARANCES





In 1997 law enforcement agencies recorded an average 22 percent Crime Index (FBI’s UCR Part I seven offenses) clearance rate nationwide.  The clearance rate for violent offenses was 48%, while the rate for property crimes was 18%.  Low clearance figures will tend to reinforce individual offender habits by providing a perceived assurance that the likelihood of their being apprehended works in their favor.   Sadly, this is just another crime deterrent disincentive.





The expected high rates for four violent offense clearances has to do with crimes of personal aggression committed in the heat of passion against acquaintances or domestic partners who are able to identify the perpetrator as a known subject.  Roughly 50% of murders and rapes occur between victims and perpetrators known to each other.  Thus, the higher clearance figures than stranger victimizations.





Responsible Guardianship:





About the best the good guys can attempt to offer is some modified state of order and well being.  It is impossible to define security in a realistic operational fashion, since there are simply no absolutes in the behavioral sciences.  Further, security involves physical components, environmental features, and varied technological advancements spread out over a vast array of situations and settings. 





The term `responsible guardianship’ is my choice for this nebulous concept of protective security through crime deterrence.  The context of crime in physical terms of place and location will offer improved offender deterrence above and beyond that which could be behaviorally adjusted by the conventional threats of recognition, detection, apprehension, prosecution or incarceration.





If the bad actors never think that they will be caught and convicted to begin with, who could expect that nebulous threats of punishment would change their hearts and minds?  Capital punishment, as a preventive agent, appears not to have worked well, but then we just won’t ever know for sure how many, if any, capital crimes have been deterred.





Conclusions:





Crime is not random.  Violent crimes are not impersonal events shaped by pure chance.





Crime in the USA has been in a steep decline beginning around 1992 and many public law enforcement agencies have accepted/claimed credit for lower rates.  It is patently dishonest for law enforcement administrators to attribute general crime reduction cause and effect to their own agency’s successful crime abatement efforts.





The best example of law enforcement-based crime prevention is thought to be a result of the get tough policy on DUI/DWI enforcement of alcohol-impaired vehicle operators over the past twenty years.  The positive results of this alcohol safety program is thought to be partly attributed to a non-criminal, offending driver population.


Other societal events that has influenced lower fatality rates include seat belt usage, ABS braking systems, child restraints, improved tire technology and shock-absorbing bumpers.  Enforcement must fit somewhere close to the front of the list, however, where to insert it has been problematic.


Alcohol and drug impairment render large percentage shares of the offender population unable to recognize and react to protective security deterrents.  An unknown share of criminals are mentally diseased, deranged and/or impaired to the degree that they may not react to security measures in a consistent fashion sufficient to influence their behaviors.





Despite the prominence of the deterrence theory, recent studies suggest that it has, at best, a modest or moderate effect on criminal behavior.  (Tyler, 1998)





In domestic violence cases, abusive behavior is highly resistant to change because it occurs in the privacy of people’s homes, out of the view of the public eye.  (Davis, 1998)  Yet, domestic homicide has been one of the most reduced of all segments of lethal violence.





Much of the concentration of crime among locations is due to random and temporary fluctuations that are beyond the power of the police and the public to control reliably. (Weisburd, 1997)





Many deterrent security measures are known to be effective in property crimes and occasionally work to discourage robbers in heavily target-hardened, cash-intensive business environments such as casinos, banks, and easily defended check-cashing outlets.





The relationship between fraud crimes can be contingent on criminal opportunity, however research suggests that there is no positive deterrent influence when it comes to force crimes.





Deterrence-guided policy may be a misguided one operating on false premises about those offenders defined as threatening.  Studies of the “criminal calculus” reflect that serious `cost-benefit’ reasoning is seldom associated with target-hardening, security hardware, or legal consequences.  (Tunnell, 1992)





More research is needed to assess the deterrent influence of recent innovations in crime prevention such as community policing and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design.  Successful crime mitigation efforts have produced good results in specific problem areas but long-term crime trends correlate better with offender demographics, especially youth cohorts, than with prevention, interdiction, and incapacitation measures.
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