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Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) has been defined (and redefined) by, amongst others, Crowe (2000), Ekblom (2011) and Armitage (2013). The principles upon which it is based also vary considerably with Poyner (1983) presenting five (surveillance, movement control, activity support and motivational reinforcement), Cozens et al. (2005) presenting seven (defensible space, access control, territoriality, surveillance, target hardening, image and activity support), and Armitage (2013) offering yet another combination of the five principles (physical security, surveillance, movement control, management and maintenance and defensible space). This divergence is not purely a matter of semantics – although this issue is important when transferring policy and practice internationally. The principles upon which CPTED are based have been used to inform planning policy and guidance and also to develop practical applications such as the UK’s Secured by Design scheme. Conscious that these principles have primarily been developed by academics, police and policy-makers and that they have failed to evolve with developments in housing design, security measures, drug use and ultimately offender modus operandi, this chapter aims to help rectify the imbalance. A sample of twenty-two incarcerated prolific burglars were asked to discuss what they perceived to be the risk and protective factors of sixteen images of residential housing. Interviews were unstructured and participants were encouraged to describe the images in their own words. Whilst confirming the importance of a selection of CPTED principles, the findings cast doubt on the importance of others – with obvious practice and policy implications.  

INTRODUCTION
The exploration of place-based influences on crime is well established with a wealth of research confirming that features of design play a key role in burglars’ selection of the neighbourhood, the street and the individual property. Those features of design, or environmental cues, range from neighbourhood level factors such as the distance of a property to a transportation stop and its position in relation to travel paths, to micro-level features of the individual property such as the height of boundary fencing, the orientation of neighbouring properties and the quality of door and window locks. We know that burglars follow a “spatially structured, sequential and hierarchical decision process when selecting their targets” (Bernasco and Nieuwbeerta, 2005, p. 296). This involves the selection of a suitable area, for example, the neighbourhood (Brantingham and Brantingham, 1981, 1993; Bernasco and Nieuwbeerta, 2005; Bernasco, 2008; Moreta et al. 2014; Rengert and Wasilchick, 1985), followed by the selection of a suitable target – the property (for example, Armitage, 2006, Armitage et al. 2011, Brown and Altman, 1981; Brown and Bentley, 1993; Cromwell et al. 1991; Johnson and Bowers, 2010; Poyner, 1983; Nee and Meenaghan, 2006; Tseloni et al. 2014). As Moreta et al. (2014) highlight: “…the environment is not merely a setting or a backdrop in which criminal and non-criminal behaviours occur, but rather a dynamic context comprised of the person-environment nexus involving interactional feedback loops and day-to-day situations, involving both criminal and non-criminal activities” (Moreta et al. 2014, p. 1104). 

Research also confirms that crime concentrates on the same people and places and that prior victimisation is one of the strongest predictors of subsequent victimisation - a concept known as repeat victimisation. “Generally, repeat victimisation shifts the perception of an offence away from that of a random occurrence to that of the manifestation of a relationship, however perverse and undesired by at least one of the parties that relationship is” (Ashton et al. 1998, p.270) - see Pease (1998) for an overview of the subject. Repeat victimisation has been explained by two mechanisms (Tseloni and Pease, 2003) – flags and boosts, and both explanations have relevance to the focus of this chapter. The flag explanation argues that there are certain features of a person or place that attract offenders. In the case of residential burglary this could be an expensive vehicle parked in the driveway, the location of the property in relation to a nearby footpath or the presence of a bus stop adjacent to the property. It is those features that elevate the risk of both initial and subsequent crimes. The boosts explanation argues that the initial crime alters the situation enhancing the risk of subsequent crimes. Again in the case of residential burglary, a property is victimised by an offender who becomes aware during that burglary that the back door has a weak lock, that the property has no alarm and that the residents have an abundance of electronic goods. If nothing changes to alter that vulnerability post-victimisation, that offender is now aware that this property is an attractive target. They also know that there are goods that they did not manage to steal and that many of the goods that they did steal are likely to be replaced through insurance policies. 

We also know that, as is implied through the boosts mechanism, the likelihood of the same offenders committing that repeat offence is high (Everson, 2000). One of the explanations for returning to the same property is familiarity – knowing the access and escape routes, knowing the layout of the rooms within the property and knowing what goods are present within the property (Shaw and Pease, 2000), and it is this concept that explains the enhanced risk of what is referred to as virtual repeats – where similar properties are targeted based on these features that enhance familiarity (such as the same floor layout), and near repeats – the same principle but adding a spatial element. Research confirms that similarity of design and build of housing enhances risk of repeat victimisation (Pease, 1998; Shaw and Pease, 2000) as does physical proximity (Bernasco, 2008; Bowers and Johnson, 2004, 2005; Johnson and Bowers, 2004; Ratcliffe and McCullagh, 1998; Moreta et al. 2014; Sagovsky and Johnson, 1997; Townsley et al. 2003) and offender accounts confirm that, in a large proportion of cases, repeat offenders are committing these offences (Ashton et al. 1998, Ericsson, 1995, Hearnden and Magill, 2004, Palmer et al. 2002, Shaw and Pease, 2000).

Research commencing in the 1960s and 1970s with Wood (1961), Jacobs (1961), Angel (1968), Jeffery (1971) and Newman (1973) illustrated the role that design can play in this place-based approach to crime prevention, and the concept of using design to influence crime risk has since become an important element of crime prevention. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), the term used to describe this approach, has tended to be explained through a series of principles (or elements) and various authors have presented these differently. As an example, Poyner (1983) outlined the principles as surveillance, movement control, activity support and motivational reinforcement. Cozens et al. (2005) extended this to the seven principles of defensible space, access control, territoriality, surveillance, target hardening, image and activity support. Montoya et al. (2014) in their study of CPTED in the Netherlands, referred to the six principles of territoriality, surveillance, access control, target hardening, image/maintenance and activity support and Armitage (2013) offered yet another combination of physical security, surveillance, movement control, management and maintenance and defensible space. A brief introduction to these principles is provided here, however, for a full review of each concept, its application and the empirical evidence linked to crime risk, see Armitage (2013, 2016). 

Defensible space or territoriality (Newman, 1973) refers to the extent to which the physical design of a neighbourhood can increase or inhibit an individual’s sense of control over the space in which they reside. This is often achieved through the demarcation of private, semi-private, semi-public and public space (using design features such as a change of road colour and texture or the narrowing of the road) to ensure that it is clear who should and who should not be within a given area. Research suggests that the presence of these symbolic barriers reduces crime risk (Armitage, 2006; Brown and Altman, 1983; Montoya et al. 2014). 

Through movement or connectivity refers to the extent to which a development facilitates or limits access and egress via roads and pathways. This can be achieved through the design of road type (through road versus cul-de-sac) and the positioning of footpaths linking the development to other areas. The majority of research confirms that true culs-de-sac (with no connecting footpaths) experience significantly lower levels of crime than leaky culs-de-sac (those with connecting footpaths) or through roads (Armitage, 2006; Armitage et al. 2011; Hillier, 2004; Johnson and Bowers, 2010). 

Surveillance refers to the way that an area is designed to maximise the ability of formal (security guards, police, employees) or informal (residents, passers-by, shoppers) users of the space to observe suspicious behaviour. It also relates to the extent to which offenders, or potential offenders perceive the possibility or likelihood of being observed, even if that perception is inaccurate. This is achieved through the positioning of properties within a development - ensuring that dwelling entrances face the street, that rooms facing the street are active (such as the kitchen or living room) and ensuring that sightlines are not obstructed by shrubbery, high walls or fences. Research supports the premise that properties with high levels of surveillance experience lower levels of victimisation (Armitage, 2006; Armitage et al. 2011; Van der Voordt and Van Wegen, 1990 and Winchester and Jackson, 1982) and that offenders perceive properties with high levels of natural surveillance to be more vulnerable to victimisation (Brown and Bentley, 1993; Nee; MacDonald and Gifford, 1989 and Meenaghan, 2006). 

Physical security, sometimes referred to as target hardening, relates to the extent to which a property and its boundaries are protected through the physical features of the building’s design, such as doors, windows, locks or fences. Security measures increase the difficulty in breaking in, they increase the time it takes to get in and, in some cases (e.g. CCTV), they increase the likelihood of detection. Research on the effectiveness of physical security as a means of reducing crime suggests that the presence of physical security reduces burglary risk (for example, Tseloni et al. 2014; Vollaard and Ours, 2011) but that the protection conferred against burglary does not consistently increase with the number of devices installed (Tseloni et al. 2014). 

Management and maintenance or image, brings together both Newman’s (1973) concept of avoiding stigma and Wilson and Kelling’s (1982) Broken Windows Theory. The former focuses upon the original design and build, and the latter upon management and maintenance following development. Newman argued that the proper use of materials and good architectural design can prevent residents from feeling stigmatised. Wilson and Kelling’s (1982) Broken Windows Theory suggests that an area with existing deterioration such as graffiti and vandalism conveys the impression that a) nobody cares so apprehension is less likely and b) the area is already untidy so one more act will go unnoticed. Low-level disorder thus having a contagion effect and leading to more serious and more extensive crime. Evidence to support these assertions is provided by, amongst others, Armitage (2006), Cozens et al. (2001, 2002) and Taylor and Gottfredson (1987). Studies such as MacDonald and Gifford (1989) have questioned the direction of this influence, suggesting that ‘”general impression of maintenance” (p.201) is one measure used by offenders to judge house value – with house value positively influencing target choice. 

These design features or principles can also be applied in combination – for example the UK’s Secured by Design (SBD) award scheme, or the Police Label Secured Housing scheme in the Netherlands, and research has clearly demonstrated the crime reduction impact of such schemes (Armitage, 2000, 2005; Armitage and Monchuk, 2011; Brown, 1999; Pascoe, 1999; Teedon et al. 2009, 2010; Vollaard and Ours, 2011).   

RESEARCH RATIONALE
It should be highlighted at the outset that the research presented within this chapter in no way attempts to refute or challenge existing research. There is little doubt that the recognition that design influences crime risk, and subsequent changes in crime prevention policy and practice, have played a key role in the reduction of burglary (Farrell et al. 2014) and nowhere has this been more apparent than in the increasing consideration for crime prevention within the planning system - particularly in the UK (see Armitage, 2013 for an overview of planning policy). What this research argues for is a deeper exploration of those micro-level features of design that place properties on burglars’ list of suitable targets. Research has clearly demonstrated that factors such as surveillance, accessibility, occupancy and physical security (amongst others) influence crime risk – that is not in question, and it would be an unnecessary (albeit interesting) privilege to continue to review those conclusions. Yet it is the belief of the authors that there is a clear need to look again at how those environmental cues have been translated into guidance within the field of designing out crime – in the form of principles or elements that are judged to contribute to the approach of CPTED, and more importantly, how the interpretation of those principles – in the form of interventions are being interpreted by what Nee (2003, p.37) refers to as “the expert[s] in the chosen field, the residential burglar”. 

The main aim of this research was to explore the impact of housing design and layout upon the decision making of burglars. There were three key justifications for this research, and the first relates to emphasis. Whilst exploratory studies such as Maguire and Bennett (1982), Bennett and Wright (1984), Nee and Taylor (2000), Wright and Decker (1994), Nee (2003) and Wright and Decker (2014) have utilised offender narratives to examine decision-making, the focus has been relatively broad. Why do offenders choose burglary as a crime type? How do offenders select a target area? How do they select a target property and what factors attract and deter them in that decision making process. This study begins from the same premise, but specifically focuses upon factors relating to the design and build of residential housing. 

The second rationale relates to the source of data. There are several extremely comprehensive studies exploring the impact of specific housing design features upon burglary risk (Armitage, 2006; Armitage et al. 2011; Johnson and Bowers, 2010; Van der Voordt and Van Wegen, 1990; Winchester and Jackson, 1982). These studies have allowed conclusions to be drawn regarding the impact of design features upon the subsequent victimisation of a property. However, for each of these studies, victimisation risk is determined through police recorded crime data. 

The third and final rationale is the most pressing, and relates to the tendency of these design-focused studies to take a deductive research approach and in doing so, to test hypotheses based upon existing theories. These studies have generally involved selecting a list of design features, albeit extremely comprehensive, that prior research has identified as playing a key role in influencing crime risk – for example, the presence or absence of real or symbolic barriers, the presence or absence of burglar alarms, the road layout, the level of surveillance from neighbouring properties. As a means of illustration, Armitage’s (2006) research conducted a review of literature relating to the impact of housing design on burglary. Using the findings of the review, a checklist containing 33 design features – the Burgess Checklist, was developed. A sample of 1058 properties were individually assessed by two researchers (independently) and each design feature was cross-tabulated with prior victimisation (using police recorded statistics) to create a vulnerability score for each design feature. Using the CPTED principle of surveillance as an example: 

· Prior research suggests that surveillance plays a key role in influencing crime risk. 
· Levels of surveillance are measured in a sample of 1058 properties.
· Prior victimisation of the 1058 properties is assessed. 
· Levels of surveillance are compared with crime risk. 
· Findings reveal that properties with good natural surveillance experience less crime. 
· Surveillance is confirmed as a CPTED principle. 

Similar examples can be seen in Winchester and Jackson (1982), Van Der Voordt and Van Wegen (1990) and Armitage et al. (2011). Subsequent research modifies the methodology, uses a different data set or perhaps adds a self-reported crime element to the data, but surveillance is still used as a starting point for exploration. These are without doubt valuable studies, but at what point did we stop to ask whether properties with pink front doors, say, experience higher or lower than expected levels of burglary, or to simply ask burglars to describe what features of design they were considering when making decisions regarding target selection? Even where studies have utilised offender narratives to ascertain perceptions of housing design, the focus has been deductive. Starting from the premise that a design principle influences crime risk, these studies have asked offenders to judge vulnerability based upon the presence or absence of a design feature (Cozens et al. 2001, 2002). The methodology has merits, but the option for open narrative regarding vulnerability of design features is limited (if present at all).   

Nee (2003) refers to the progress made in ‘allowing the expert in the chosen field, the residential burglar, to lead the course of the enquiry, yielding a rich and increasingly focused understanding of the subject’ (p.37). There has been progress, and a wealth of narrative data that has informed crime prevention. However, there remains a research gap that uses an inductive approach to explore offender narratives in target selection focusing specifically upon housing design and the impact of existing CPTED based interventions upon offender perceptions of risk.  

DATA
The research presented within this chapter was conducted between October 2014 and April 2016 in West Yorkshire, England. The sample included twenty-two incarcerated adult males convicted of burglary offences and identified by the Integrated Offender Management Team (based at the prison) to be prolific. The extent to which a burglar was defined as ‘prolific’ was not predefined. In their 2002 study of prolific offenders in West Yorkshire, Townsley and Pease identified prolific burglars as being responsible for approximately five burglaries per month. The extent of offending prior to sentence was not a specific question within this study. Where offenders self declared offending levels (ten of the 22), this ranged from one burglary a day (offender 19) to five to ten a day (offender 16). 

The offenders took part in the research voluntarily and recruitment took place post sentencing to avoid involvement for bargaining purposes. The recruitment process was time consuming – taking 18 months to recruit 22 participants – due largely to the authors’ concern to ensure that participants met the specific criteria.

Interviews took place within the prison (legal visits) with one participant, one interviewer and one note taker  - a note taker was required as no recording equipment was used. Interviews were semi structured, with participants asked to look at a series of sixteen images of residential housing and to describe: “From what you can see from the photo, can you describe what would attract you to this property when selecting a target for burglary.” And “From what you can see from the photo, can you describe what would deter you (put you off) from selecting this property as a target for burglary.” Participants were informed that there was no right or wrong answer and were not prompted during their response. 

The images were taken in a variety of different locations across England. They included a mix of old and new properties, social and privately owned housing. There were, unavoidably, prior assumptions from the researchers involved (who selected the images) regarding the design principles that might influence target selection. However, as the desire to conduct this piece of research had emerged from the concerns regarding the current relevance of CPTED principles, and the extent to which these incorporated offender narratives, it is the authors’ view that the images selected did not unduly lead the participants towards the discussion of existing CPTED principles.


























Table One: Description of images

	Image 
	Description of image 

	1
	Row of red brick terraced houses and rear gardens. The fences between gardens are low. Children’s play equipment is present in some gardens. Wheelie bins are present, some with overflowing rubbish. 

	2
	Rear view of two semi-detached properties. One property is bounded by a fence, one by a hedge. One property has an open downstairs window. The upstairs curtains are closed on one property. 

	3
	Gable end of a corner plot on a cul-de-sac. The property is red brick with a burglar alarm. The side door is wood. Cars are parked in the drive. 

	4
	Front view of a property bounded by a high hedge and gate. The house is covered in overgrown ivy. There is no evidence of a burglar alarm.

	5
	Front view of a row of terraced properties. A lamp-post with Neighbourhood Watch sign clearly displayed. 

	6
	Rear view of a row of terraced properties – one with an extension. The windows and door are UPVC. The garden has a patio table and chairs. There is a ladder on the floor. 

	7
	Rear view of a row of terraced back to back properties. The rear of the properties are accessed via alleyways. The garden shows a lack of maintenance, there are old toys and a bike in the garden. 

	8
	Rear view of a row of terraced properties. Some windows have net curtains. There is an old sofa and rolled up carpet in the garden. Access to the rear of the properties is via an alleyway.

	9
	Close up of a UPVC door within a recess. Wheelie bins are present next to the front door. 

	10
	Front view of a row of semi-detached bungalows. Front gardens are bounded by low fencing. 

	11
	Footpath bounded by houses. The footpath is well lit with well tended gardens acting as a buffer between property and footpath.

	12
	Gated development with a locked metal fence. The properties have cars parked in allocated spaces and windows face the parking area.

	13
	Small cul-de-sac of semi-detached properties. The entrance to the estate is narrowed with a change in road colour and texture. At the entrance, the word ‘private’ is painted on the floor in large white letters.

	14
	Footpath running at the rear of properties. The footpath is bounded by a wall and high (approx. 8 metre) solid fencing. 

	15
	Rear view of a row of large detached properties with rear conservatories and sash wooden windows. 

	16
	Front view of a row of semi-detached bungalows set within a communal space. The communal space is well tended with garden furniture and plants. The properties are bounded by a low (waist height) metal fence.



Interviews were transcribed and thematic analysis was used to identify patterns or themes in responses.  Content analysis was used to count the regularity with which those themes were discussed, and to assess the levels of consistency between offender accounts. The rationale for this study was clearly based upon the desire to explore largely undirected offender accounts, the desired outcome being a review of what is considered to be the key principles of CPTED within residential housing. As Ashton et al. (1998) highlight: “With rich qualitative data of this kind, the choice for analysis lies between, on the one hand, developing complex coding schemes and laborious classification of responses, and on the other a more user-friendly general summary of burglar accounts” (p. 275). We inclined towards the latter.  

The specific research questions being explored in this study were:

1) Is there consistency amongst prolific burglars regarding the suitability of targets? 
2) Which design features are present in the images judged to be the most attractive to prolific burglars?
3) Which design features are present in the images judged to be the least attractive to prolific burglars?
4) Which design features are most commonly cited, either as an attraction or deterrent, by prolific burglars?
5) How do burglar perceptions of risk and protective factors in housing design align with existing research, guidance and standards? 

Risks and limitations of this study
This, in the view of the authors, is a valuable study that complements, updates and focuses existing research. It enhances existing studies on design and crime risk by adding offender accounts. As Miethe and McCorkle (2001) point out, those who have engaged in burglary and assessed the risk of thousands of properties, are in the “unique position of being able to describe, in their own words, the motivations and causes of crime … and the perceived effectiveness of crime control activities in deterring crime” (p.17). 

Whilst the accounts of active offenders can provide details not captured through other research methods, there are undoubtedly risks and limitations with this approach. The first and most perceptible risk is false narratives from participants. There is a possibility that offenders will approach the responses with an element of bravado – I’m not deterred by anything, thus underplaying the deterrent effect of certain design features. Conversely, offenders may downplay their boldness – No, I wouldn’t burgle them, thus risking over-estimating the deterrent effect of certain design features. In collecting and analysing offender responses, there must be clear consideration of the offenders’ motives for participating. Copes and Hochstetler (2014) summarise these as immediate rewards (including financial incentives, conversations with outsiders, a change of setting and curiosity), psychological benefits (including catharsis and helping others) and misunderstanding – the extent to which the participant believes that taking part will influence their sentence or relationship with prison staff. 

	“The motives that inmates have for participating in research 
	ultimately affect the nature of the stories they relay and the type 
	of information they withhold” (Copes and Hochstetler, 2014, p.20). 

Whilst the participants involved in this study were not offered financial reward, and participation was only offered post-sentencing, these elements may still have played a role in their decision to take part. The extent to which these reasons impact upon the findings is uncertain, but it is clear that conclusions should be used in conjunction with existing research, as opposed to being viewed in isolation and definitive.  

 	“When the voices of those who have engaged in illegal activity 
	are coupled with researchers’ analyses, academics and criminal 
	justice professionals can get a more reliable glimpse into the world 
	of offenders, move closer toward theoretical explanations of 
	criminal lifestyles and decisions and better design effective 
	crime control policy” (Copes and Hochstetler, 2014, p.19). 

The second risk relates to the focus upon prolific offenders. Previous research suggests that a large proportion of burglaries committed by prolific offenders are repeats (Everson, 2000). The risk here relates to the potential to overemphasise the importance of design features that influence repeat offending. 

Of the sample of 22 offenders, 17 described themselves as drug users – not just taking drugs but committing burglaries whilst under the influence of drugs. The combination was predominantly Heroin and Cocaine; however, some described taking mephedrone, alcohol, cannabis, crack, amphetamine and MDMA. The risk associated with using these participants is difficult to determine; however, it is highly likely that this will downplay the deterrence effect of specific design features – ‘nothing deterred me’, ‘I would keep going until I got in’, ‘I felt invincible’. 

An additional risk relates to the sample being selected from those burglars who have been detected and sentenced. To what extent does this sample represent unsuccessful, overconfident offenders – those making poor decisions regarding suitable targets? The risk here could be that the sample overstate the deterrent effect of certain design features – ‘I don’t like culs-de-sac because I was caught on one’. Or that they minimise the deterrent effect of specific design features because they are by nature takers of excessive risks. 

Finally, the use of images of residential housing as a means of virtually placing the offender within a specific location has its limitations. Participants were able to see the property and surrounding area, but were not able to review the wider area and several did state that their decision to offend would depend on what was ‘out of shot’. The researchers considered alternative methodologies including the use of video and online mapping systems. However, electronic equipment was not permitted within the prisons. 

FINDINGS 
Offender perceptions of risk
Twenty-two incarcerated adult male burglars were shown a series of 16 images of residential housing. The images were presented in a consistent order with no prompts from the interviewer. The findings revealed that participants differed both in their readiness to select a target for burglary and in their perception of the risks associated with each image. When asked if they would select a target, of the possible 16 ‘yes’ responses the mean number of ‘yes’ responses was ten (62%), the median 11 (69%). The highest number of yes responses was 14 (out of 16) – a proportion of 88% of the properties. The lowest number of ‘yes’ responses was three (out of 16) – a proportion of 19% of the properties. Participants 18, 22 and ten gave the highest number of yes responses – 14, 14 and 12 respectively. The 22 participants clearly offer different opinions regarding the decision to offend against a property. Some limiting their selection to a small number of properties ,whilst others were content to burgle almost all properties.
The extent to which participants agreed when interpreting the levels of risk and reward associated with each image also differs. Table Two (below) shows the responses from each of the 22 participants to the 16 images. Analysis shows that, for nine of the 16 images, there was a statistically significant difference between the proportion of ‘yes’ and ‘no’ responses. To clarify, for seven of these images, offenders were more likely to agree with one another that they would offend against the property. For two of the images, offenders were more likely to agree with one another that they would not offend against the property. For the remaining images, there was no statistically significant agreement that ‘yes’ they would offend against that property or ‘no’ they would not. 











Table Two: Analysis of Offender Responses to 16 Images 
	Image number
	Number of yes responses
	Proportion of yes responses
	P Value
	[bookmark: m_-8564171536772731304__ftnref1]Statistically significant[footnoteRef:1] [1:  P<0.05 One sample binomial test – two tailed. ] 


	1
	6
	27%
	0.050
	✓

	2
	18
	82%
	0.004
	✓

	3
	17
	78%
	0.017
	✓

	4
	20
	91%
	0.004
	✓

	5
	18
	82%
	0.017
	✓

	6
	19
	86%
	0.001
	✓

	7
	15
	68%
	0.134
	-

	8
	10
	45%
	0.832
	-

	9
	17
	77%
	0.017
	✓

	10
	2
	9%
	0.000
	✓

	11
	15
	68%
	0.134
	-

	12
	12
	55%
	0.832
	-

	13
	14
	64%
	0.236
	-

	14
	15
	68%
	0.134
	-

	15
	19
	86%
	0.001
	✓

	16
	1
	5%
	0.000
	✓



The image with the lowest number of ‘yes’ responses was image 16 with one yes response (5% of the sample). The image with the highest ‘yes’ responses was image four with 20 (91%). The mean number of yes responses was 14 (62%), median 15 (68%).

What makes a suitable target?
The images judged most consistently to be suitable targets for burglary were image four – with 91% of participants stating ‘yes’ they would burgle this property; image six, with 86% of participants stating that they would burgle this property, and image 15 - with 86% of participants stating that they would burgle this property. So what, in the words of 22 prolific burglars, makes these properties such suitable targets, and do these factors relate to the design and layout of the properties? 











Figure One: Image Four
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Image four shows the front of a property bounded by a high hedge and gate. It is not clear whether the house is detached, semi-detached or an end terrace  (we cannot see the whole property), but it is clear that this property is not attached at one side. The house is covered in overgrown ivy and there is no evidence of a burglar alarm. Ninety-one per cent of participants (20) stated that they would burgle this property. The main justifications related to the lack of surveillance from passers by and neighbouring properties. Participant one used the terms “closed off” and “can’t be seen”. Participant two used similar terminology – “neighbours could not see in” and “people can’t see what’s going on”. 

“Yes because passers by and neighbours could not see in 
and would not see me breaking in. People can't see what is going 
on inside” (Participant two)

Participant six used terms such as “blocks the view” and “no-one can see you”. 

	“This is a burglar's dream. There are high trees at the back, 
	the hedge is high so blocks the view from the road, the gate is 
	high so no-one can see you” (Participant six).

Participant ten used the same term “can’t be seen”, and specifically offers the suggestion that, should the hedge be lowered, this house would be less attractive as a suitable target for burglary. 

	“This is the type of house I'd go for, nice ivy growing up the side 
	of it, nice hedges, can't be seen. The owners should cut the 
	hedge lower to the front, people would be able to see 
	them” (Participant ten).

Participant 19 uses the same term “no-one would see”, as well as referring to how this lack of surveillance would allow them to spend more time within the property. 

	“That's well tempting as a burglar. It's got a six foot high hedge 
	around it - no one would see nothing whilst you're in there. You 
	could spend as much time as you needed in it” (Participant 19).

It is clear that, in the case of these explanations, reference to the concept of surveillance is specifically related to the privacy provided for them when entering, committing the act of burglary and exiting the property. The very fact that you cannot see into this property from the roadside attracts burglars to this target. But does this lack of surveillance provide negative responses regarding their inability to assess the presence of residents, a dog or any other security measures, or to consider the likely level of reward from this property? In this instance, absolutely not. Participant eight spoke of the “intrigue”, for him, of not knowing what is on the other side of the high hedge/fence. 

	“A burglar looking at this house would be intrigued by 
	what might be on the other side of the hedge” (Participant eight). 

The potential to come across a dog at the other side of this hedge did not deter offenders. “I would just lock the dog in a room” (Participant two); “I would just take food out of the fridge or freezer and feed it to the dog” (Participant five), or “punch them in the nose” (Participant 20). 
















Figure Two: Image six
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Image six shows a rear view of a row of terraced properties, focusing on one particular property with a rear extension. The windows and door are UPVC. The garden has a patio table and chairs. There is a ladder on the ground.  Eighty-six per cent of participants (19) stated that they would burgle this property. The main justification from participants related to the clearly visible poor physical security. Offenders stated that it was clear that the door lock would be easy to mole grip, that the door hinges were on the outside of the door frame (so could be removed) and that the beading around the glass within the door could easily be jemmied. 

	“The hinges are on the outside of that door for God's sake. 
	You only need to pop three pins out of them. It's a three minute job. 
	It's a cheap arse door that one” (Participant 16).











Figure Three: Image 15
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Image 15 shows the rear view of a row of large detached properties with rear conservatories and sash wooden windows. Whilst participants were clearly attracted to these properties (and not deterred or discouraged by any design features), this attraction appeared largely to be related to the perception of wealth – that the rewards would be greater than any risks. This perception was described as being related to the size and style of the properties (detached, painted white, sash windows) and to the extent to which the properties were well managed and maintained (tidy gardens). 

	“The house is well looked after and they're all the same 
	colour - tells me that they're bothered, costs a bit of 
	money having the same coloured houses” 
	(Participant ten).

	“That place is all manicured though, no crap out of place 
	and someone is looking after it” (Participant 16).

The elements described by the sample of offenders to influence their perception of the three most attractive targets were 1) a lack of surveillance – neighbours and passers by cannot see into the property, 2) poor physical security – door frame and door locks, and 3) a perception of wealth evident from the size and style of a property and the extent to which it is managed and maintained. Two of these three elements relate to the principles of CPTED. 

What makes an unsuitable target?
The three images considered by participants to be the least attractive were image 16 - with just one participant (5%) stating that they would burgle this property, image ten – with two participants (9%) stating that they would burgle this property, and image one – with six participants (27%) stating that they would burgle this property. What, in the words of offenders, makes these properties unsuitable as targets for burglary? 

Figure Four: Image 16
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Image 16 shows a row of semi-detached bungalows set within a communal space. The communal space is well tended with garden furniture and plants. The properties are bounded by a low (waist height) metal fence. When asked why they would not burgle this property, the vast majority of participants explained their decision based on moral grounds – stating that they perceived these properties to be sheltered housing for the elderly: “my mum has brought me up to have pride and morals”, “it’s a moral judgement”, “you would be scum”, “I’ve got morals, it’s just not right”.  Participants seemed very confident in their assessment that these were old people’s bungalows. 

	“This is blatantly old people's housing and I would not burgle there. 
	A lot of people would and if I look back, a lot of people I mixed 
	with would and they would even target old people. I would never as my 
	mum brought me up to have pride and morals” (Participant four).

Participant six expressed the same view, adding that, should you get caught, you would be singled out in prison as “scum”. 

	“It's old peoples’ homes so no. When you go to prison people would 
know you had targeted an old person's house and you would be scum. I could get in easily but this is a moral judgement” (Participant six).

Participant nine expressed the same moral judgement, but added reference to the risk that the shock of burglary could kill an old person. 

	“Sometimes a job can go wrong with an old person and it can kill 
	them, everything is just too risky. I might have looked at these when I 
	was much younger as a kid, but I've got morals now and it's just wrong 
	doing a job on an old person' house” (Participant nine). 

Participants ten and thirteen expressed the view that they would not target these properties, but for different reasons. Participant ten referred to the lack of barriers at the front of the properties (the low fence) and how this would “put him off”. Asked to explain this in more detail he suggested that this related to the risk of being observed by the neighbouring properties – a reference to surveillance as opposed to territoriality/defensible space.  
 
	“There's no barriers between fronts of the properties either, 
	so it'd put me off if next door were in” (Participant ten).

Participant thirteen justified his decision based upon the layout of bungalows, with residents located on the same floor thus enhancing the risk of being observed/challenged by residents should they be at home. 

“I wouldn't do bungalows as someone is always downstairs. 
You don't know where people will be” (Participant 13).

Figure Five: Image ten
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Image ten shows a row of semi-detached bungalows. The front gardens are bounded by low (knee height) wooden fencing. The houses have in-curtilage car parking and the entrance to the driveway/garden path has a change in road colour and texture. Only two participants (9%) stated that they would burgle the properties on this image. As with image 16, the main justification for avoiding these properties was moral. 

	“I wouldn't touch this. Bungalows are associated with 
	pensioners and old people…I've got a heart. My nana lives 
	in a bungalow and she means a lot to me, so there's no 
	way” (Participant eight).

Participant seven referred to the risk of being treated as a “nonce[footnoteRef:2]” in prison, should you be found to have targeted old people.  [2:  A term used to describe someone convicted of a sexual offence, especially against a child. Often used more generally as a derogatory term. ] 

	
“No, it's old peoples’ homes. In prison you know if people have targeted old people and these people should be on a wing with the nonces” (Participant seven).

Participant 22 justified his decision based upon the risk of targeting bungalows – the rooms being on the same floor making it difficult to enter, commit a burglary and exit, without being heard or observed by the residents (should they be in). 

“Bungalows are hard to burgle, they're a no go if someone is 
in. Housing all on same level is difficult - people may just pick up 
that you're in there if the flooring vibrates or makes a noise – 
they'd probably hear you” (Participant 22).

The design features that appeared to distinguish these properties as old people’s houses/sheltered housing included the width of the doors and the extent to which the gardens were managed and maintained.  

	“The doors are quite wide so I'd think that the people living in 
	these houses were wheelchair users and would leave” (Participant 10). 




















Figure Six: Image one
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Image one shows a row of red brick terraced houses and rear gardens. The fences between gardens are low. Children’s play equipment is present in some gardens. Wheelie bins are present, some with overflowing rubbish. Only six participants (27%) stated that they would burgle this property. The rationale for avoiding this property related largely to these properties being perceived as council properties. Some participants stated that it was morally wrong to burgle those on benefits. Others suggested that the rewards would not be sufficient. Those referring to the moral issue used terminology such as “I have morals”, “this is a moral judgement”, “you don’t burgle in poor areas where they don’t have much”, “it wouldn’t feel right”, “it’s a dirty crime” and one participant suggesting that he was more like “Robin Hood - stealing from the rich not the poor”. 

	“You don't sh*t in your own back yard. I don't like burgling in poor areas 
	when they don't have much” (Participant four).

Several participants referred to their perception that the residents living in these properties would have very little money – their judgement being that the rewards would not outweigh the risks. 
	
	“It looks like a sh*t hole to be honest, grass isn't cut well, 
	the fence is old and the trampoline is going rusty. Even the 
	bins are overflowing. It just doesn't look worthwhile, it looks 
like you'd have to do 10 houses there for it to be 
worthwhile” (Participant ten).

Whilst the main justification for avoiding these properties was moral, several offenders did comment on the gardens being “too open” with the risk of observation from neighbouring properties too great. 

	“It's an open space at the back of the houses which is 
	a good thing and a bad thing. You can be seen, but you can 
	also see too” (Participant nine). 

Offender responses suggest that the features of these properties that deem them to be unsuitable targets are 1) it is immoral to burgle elderly people or those living in sheltered housing, 2) it is immoral to burgle those living in council properties/those on benefits, 3) low fences at the front of properties enhance surveillance from neighbouring properties, and 4) the layout of bungalows makes it difficult to enter, commit a burglary and exit without being observed/heard by residents – should they be in the property at the time of the offence.   
 
The principles of CPTED – in the words of the offender
Taking the five principles of CPTED as outlined in the introduction – surveillance, movement control, physical security, management and maintenance and defensible space, responses from the 22 participants were analysed to assess the extent to which these terms, or the concept of these terms were referenced. Predictably, the analysis revealed just one specific reference to a CPTED principle – this being management and maintenance:

	“That's an ideal house for a burglar, it's secluded, hedge is neat 
	and tidy, good maintenance and there doesn't look to be an 
	alarm” (Participant eight). 

The specific terms surveillance, movement control, physical security and defensible space were not mentioned by the 22 participants.

Table Three: Specific reference to CPTED principles

	CPTED principle
	Number of specific references to the term

	Surveillance 
	0

	Movement control
	0

	Physical security
	0

	Management and maintenance 
	1

	Defensible space 
	0

	Total 
	1



When examining offender narratives for reference to the concept of each of the five principles, the findings suggest that these principles are given very different levels of consideration by offenders when judging the appeal of a target. The concept of surveillance received the greatest number of references and was mentioned 132 times. The concept of physical security was referenced 103 times, management and maintenance 40 times, movement control 38 times and defensible space just 11 times. 

Table Four: Reference to the concept of CPTED principles

	CPTED principle
	Number of references to the concept 
	Maximum number of references to the concept  (per participant) 

	Surveillance 
	132
	11

	Movement control
	38
	7

	Physical security
	103
	10

	Management and maintenance 
	40
	9

	Defensible space 
	11
	3



Surveillance
Looking in more detail at reference to the concept of surveillance reveals that the vast majority of participants agreed that surveillance - being overlooked, being observed, being seen, is a deterrent, and consequently, a lack of surveillance – a blocked view, privacy, being hidden, is an attractive (from their point of view) design feature. 

When describing the design features that would deter them, participants focused upon the risk of being seen or observed by a resident, neighbour or passer-by. This largely related to the size of windows, the position of rooms within the property (if the adults’ bedroom is at the front they could observe you), the extent to which shrubbery, fencing and walls obstruct sightlines, and the layout of properties on a street (the extent to which these facilitated observations from neighbouring properties). Participant ten referred to the deterrent of large windows at the front of a property. 

	“The front windows are nice and big too, so it'd mean that 
	I could be seen easier if I was inside” (Participant ten).

Participants ten and 12 also referred to the positioning of rooms within a property and the need to avoid entering a property in view of the adults’ bedroom. 
	
	“The adults have a main bedroom at the front, so if they 
	hear something and look out the window, it'll be at the front not 
	where the burglar is. Kids bedrooms are usually at the 
	back” (Participant eight).

Participants often referred to the layout of properties on a housing development, with specific reference to the extent to which neighbours would be likely to see them entering and exiting the property (and wider development). 

	“I wouldn't entertain those properties from the front – 
	they'd probably see you and take a plate number” 
	(Participant 22). 

Similarly, participants expressed the view that a lack of surveillance - be that through a high hedge or fence, or through the positioning of houses within a development, makes a target attractive for burglary. 

 “This is a burglar's dream. There are high trees at the back, the hedge is high so blocks the view from the road, the gate is high so no-one can see you” (Participant six). 

One particular focus of participants’ responses was the design and layout of culs-de-sac, and the extent to which the risk of observation increased where there was one way into and one way out of the estate – a true cul-de-sac. Whilst this has some crossover with the principle of movement control, in these examples, the participants are specifically referring to the enhanced risk of being seen.

	“I wouldn't target houses on a cul-de-sac because you feel 
	trapped and it's difficult if someone challenges you. They might 
	say what are you doing and you say you are lost and then you 
	have to walk back out the way you came in as they are looking at 
	you” (Participant five). 

The same view was expressed regarding back-to-back houses. 

	“Back to back houses mean you have to go out the way 
	you came in and could be seen” (Participant two). 

Participants also referred to surveillance in relation to the appeal of high fencing/walls that shield the view of the offender once they have entered the boundary of a property. This emerged regularly in responses to image 14 that shows a footpath running at the rear of properties (a vulnerable design), with high (approximately two metres), solid fencing acting as a barrier between the footpath and the rear gardens. 
















Figure Seven: Image 14
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Currently, Secured by Design guidance (New Homes, 2016) suggests that fencing at the rear of properties, particularly where that property is vulnerable - in this case bounds a footpath, should by at least 1.8 metres high. 

	“Vulnerable areas, such as exposed side or rear gardens, need 
	more robust defensive barriers by using walls or fencing to a 
	minimum height of 1.8m” (Secured by Design New Homes, 
	2016, p.18). 

Participants clearly viewed the high fencing as attractive, suggesting that it provides cover – hiding them from view of neighbours or passers by. Participants also expressed the view that the fencing makes them feel comfortable – “in their comfort zone” while committing a burglary offence. Not only did participants consistently express the view that high fencing was attractive, many specifically stated that low fencing would deter them from selecting that property as a target for burglary. 

“I like solid fences like these as no-one can see you. Once you 
are over these fences you are safe - in a comfort zone. Open 
fences would put me off” (Participant 12).

“No one can see you amongst the high walls. I'd feel more 
exposed if the walls and fences were lower” (Participant 15). 

Movement control
The concept of movement control – the ability to readily access, move through and egress a housing development was referred to as an attractive design feature of a housing development. The rationale for this related largely to the ability to enter and exit a development via different routes (not having to retrace your steps), the ability to ‘root’ for suitable targets, and the ability to evade the police should they catch you committing a burglary offence. 

Findings from the interviews confirmed that a lack of through movement was considered to be a deterrent. Burglars stated that they prefer to know how they will exit a property and the wider housing development before they commit the act of burglary. The need to avoid being ‘trapped’ was referred to by several participants, particularly in relation to true culs-de-sac. 

	“If I was in there and the police came I would be boxed in 
	and wouldn't have an excuse for being in there. I couldn't 
	say 'I'm just walking home Officer” (Participant ten).

As well as the desire to avoid being physically trapped in a development, offenders referred to the benefits of through movement in providing them with an excuse should they be challenged. 

	“Culs-de-sac put me off. There is no reason to be on a 
	cul-de-sac unless you live there. You aren't going anywhere 
	so you are a stranger. If it is a through road you can just 
	keep walking through” (Participant four). 

Offenders also spoke of the benefits of through movement in providing them with a legitimate opportunity to assess a property (‘root) before committing the burglary offence.  

	“I would first walk up and down the footpath and have a look at 
	what I could see in the houses. The houses are on a public 
	footpath, no one would give me a second glance if I walked up 
	and down. Even if a tramp walked up and down they wouldn't look 
	out of place. It's a footpath, no-one can question you” (Participant six). 

Findings confirmed the existing research that true culs-de-sac (those without connecting footpaths) are the safest road layout, with leaky culs-de-sac providing a means of access and escape as well an excuse to root. 

Physical security 
There was little doubt that physical security had an impact on burglar decision making. Participants were easily able to distinguish between poor and good quality locks and could make an assessment regarding the likely time it would take to enter the property. The most common reference to poor security was Europrofile locks and the ease with which these could be mole gripped. 

	“The lock can be mole gripped you can tell because it's thin and 
	the lock is flush and sunk in. New ones that you can't mole grip 
	are chunkier and fatter and stick out” (Participant one).

	“That would be easy. The lock on that door looks like an old one. 
	The newer ones have thicker handles around them and are harder 
to get through. I'd use mole grips and a screwdriver. Gold casing around the handle will come off straight away and it'd take me around 
a minute to get in” (Participant eight). 

The responses regarding security gates were not as consistent. Some participants viewed these as a deterrent: “It looks secure. The gates are a good idea. I'd like to live somewhere like that to be honest” (Participant 19). Whilst for others, they conveyed the impression that the properties had something worth taking. Or worse still, put the offender burglar at ease: “The fence wouldn't deter me. In actual fact it would put me at ease as I could hear the fence rattle if someone came in” (Participant three). 

The presence of security grilles was viewed, by all participants who noted them, as an attractor. Participants saw them as a challenge, and suggested that the presence of excessive security must mean that the residents have something to protect – in this case the perception was that the residents were protecting a cannabis grow.   

	“That security grille makes me think there's something 
	worth taking” (Participant 21). 

	“It looks like a cannabis farm to me - it would definitely 
	attract some interest from burglars” (Participant eight). 

Offender perceptions regarding burglar alarms were also noteworthy. In general, participants were not deterred by burglar alarms at all. Several, however, did refer to one particular brand of monitored alarm being a deterrent. Participants discussed methods for disabling alarms. These included spraying expanding polyurethane foam into the external alarm box the night before the burglary – the alarm would be activated but the sound would not be heard. Additionally, taking the internal box off the wall once inside the property. Participants stating that, for the majority of brands, this would deactivate the alarm. 

	“Alarms were a put off but I used to foam them. The old 
	alarm boxes would have slits in the side of them. I would 
	buy foam sealant from DIY stores. Some took 24 hours to 
	set, some quicker. I'd seal them up during the night and go 
back and do the houses the day after. The alarms still go off 
but you can't hear them” (Participant nine). 

“Good alarms like ****  don't stop when you pull them off 
the wall. The cheap ones do (Participant 13). 

The majority of participants expressed the view that in most instances the alarm is not activated. However, where it is, neighbours and passers by rarely respond. 

	“If I smashed the window and the alarm went off I might scuttle 
	away and then come back ten minutes later to see if anyone 
	had bothered dealing with it. From personal experience eight out of 
	ten won’t bother doing anything about them” (Participant ten). 

Offenders were also clearly aware of the inferior security on property extensions, for example Image 6, as well as conservatories. They described alarm systems not extending to these extensions as well as windows and doors lacking the security of main property doors and windows. This is a key finding that should be considered within building regulations and planning policy. For example, whilst Building Regulations in England and Wales currently include standards of security (Approved Document Q), these do not cover extensions or conservatories. 

Factors relating to management and maintenance were referenced on 40 occasions. However, the majority of these responses contradicted the widely held assumption that untidy properties will attract offenders – based upon the perception that if a resident does not tend to their property, they will be less inclined to observe or challenge an offender. Only one participant gave a response that supported this view. He suggested that:

	“It's manicured as well, so someone takes time to look after it 
and they're probably looking out for people like me coming 
along” (Participant 16).

On the contrary, many responses suggested that poorly maintained properties were unattractive targets because an unkempt external space equates to lack of care for the internal space – the residents would not have goods worth taking and the reward would not justify the risk. 

	“If it was clean and tidy it would be easy pickings. But it 
	doesn't look worth breaking into as there is nothing to take. 
	It looks scruffy” (Participant six). 

A large proportion of offenders also suggested a contrary perception – that a well-managed property would be perceived as attractive because the residents would have valuable goods – the risk would merit the reward. 

	“I would actively look for places like this. If they have a neat garden 
	you know they have something to steal. You know they look 
	after themselves and the house” (Participant three).

Defensible space 
The concept of defensible space was demonstrated in several of the images, particularly image 13 that showed a small cul-de-sac with all properties facing the street, a narrowing of the road and a change in road colour and texture at the entrance to the estate. The word ‘private’ was also painted in large white letters on the road at the entrance to the estate.




Figure Eight: Image 13
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Several participants were deterred by, what they described as: “like walking into their own little community” (Participant 14). This largely related to the perception that the residents would know each other and that a stranger would not only look out of place, but would likely to be challenged by residents – confirming the concept of defensible space and territoriality as a deterrent. 

	“Everyone that lives there will be focused on the entrance 
	and what goes on. They'll all know each other and keep an 
	eye out for each other - give the key to the coal man that sort 
	of thing” (Participant 18).

However, the more frequent response was that the narrowed road entrance, the ‘private’ signage and the change in road colour and texture, suggested exclusivity and wealth, making this development an attractive target.  

	“The private road sign and the change in road colour and texture 
	give me the impression that it is an exclusive area - they have 
	more money and that would attract not deter me” (Participant three). 

The vast majority of responses equated the word ‘private’ with wealth – suggesting that ‘private’ means privately owned and, therefore, not social housing. 

	“Private Road suggests that it's not council housing so 
	they won't be on benefits” (Participant three). 

	Private Road means they've got money, they're middle to 
	high class people - working people and I'd be attracted 
straight away. I'd think private road they've got coin” (Participant nine). 

Several participants noted the change in road colour and texture, but perceived this to be a speed bump to slow traffic. Others suggested that ‘private’ meant no parking. 

Have we overlooked additional CPTED principles?
One concept that is rarely referred to in CPTED literature or guidance and that appeared to be a strong deterrent for this sample of offenders, was familiarity – the extent to which housing design and layout varies, and how this can create doubt and confusion for offenders attempting to determine occupancy as well as a means of entry and escape. ‘You don’t know who is in’, ‘you never know’, ‘there could be’. Familiarity has been identified as a key factor in vulnerability for repeat victimisation, influencing both near and virtual repeats, but, to the knowledge of the authors, this has not transferred to literature, planning guidance or policy specific to CPTED. 

	“It's a strange arrangement isn't it - is it three or four storey? I'm 
	not sure about that one, it could be sectioned off 
	inside, basement use, upper floor use, different people - I 
	might be put off, they could be bedsits” (Participant ten). 

Participants nine and 12 described the same response of being unclear regarding the design and layout of housing estates – thus opting to avoid that property. 

	“It could actually be separate flats, it looks like the 
	basement could be a flat and then there's another upstairs, 
	it could be different sections. I'd have a bad feeling about 
	that, there could be more people in there. You don't know 
	what you're going into, what the layout is like, what room 
	you're going into. It could be a bedroom, living room, 
	kitchen - you just can't tell. It's like if it was student flats, 
	you don't know what the hell you're getting into” (Participant 9).

	“I am used to housing estates and something different would 
	be difficult because you don’t feel safe. The old layout of 
an estate and an alley – we are used to that. These are different” (Participant 12). 

Another principle referred to regularly by participants related to occupancy –referenced on 25 occasions. Whilst this has some overlap with surveillance and guardianship, it was clear that offenders were not just referring to the risk of being seen or heard by occupants, but to the desire to avoid any confrontation. 

	“I would be cautious of this property because the upstairs curtains 
	are closed. You don't know if anyone is in” (Offender 3).  

Reasons included the risk of a burglary sentence becoming aggravated should you find yourself confronting and challenging a resident, as is highlighted by offender 9, as well as moral concerns regarding the potential impact upon victims of being confronted by a burglar (Offender 3). 
	
	“If someone was in or got up I'd need to get out and wouldn't 
	feel good about that one looking at the picture. I just want 
	a quick route out. If someone is in it could change from being 
	a straight burglary to aggravated and you bump your 
	sentence up straight away” (Offender 9). 

“I wouldn't want any confrontation on any job. I've done a lot of 
things wrong and I know that, but I'm a good lad and trying to get 
away from all that now” (Offender 3).    

Although not specifically design related, one of the most commonly cited deterrents (cited on 50 occasions) was the issue of morals - the belief that a property was occupied by an elderly person - “Burglary is wrong altogether, but you just don't burgle elderly people” (Participant eight), or by someone on benefits (or with little money) - “You don't sh*t in your own back yard. I don't like burgling in poor areas when they don't have much” (Participant four). The features of design that influenced this perception included house type – bungalows being perceived as sheltered housing, wide front doors - suggesting disabled residents and red brick properties being perceived to be council owned.  

SUMMARY
Taking the five CPTED principles of surveillance, physical security, management and maintenance, movement control and defensible space, the findings suggest that the extent to which these impact upon offender decision making varies dramatically – with the direction not always aligning to the previous literature or guidance. Design features relating to natural surveillance such as the positioning of rooms, the size of windows and the absence of obstructions to sightlines, were referenced on 132 occasions by the sample of 22 offenders. The second most commonly cited principle was physical security - referred to 103 times. Offenders were easily able to identify poor quality locks and door and window frames, with mole gripping cited as a common modus operandi by almost all offenders. Management and maintenance – litter, disrepair and unkempt gardens, was referenced by participants on 40 occasions. However, the general consensus amongst offenders differed from both previous literature and guidance. Offenders tended to suggest that a tidy, well kept property would have valuable goods to steal and would be worth the risks involved in offending against that target. Untidy properties were perceived as lacking rewards - residents that fail to keep up to their property being less wealthy as opposed to the theory that they simply do not care. However, further exploration is required to establish the extent to which offenders were equating management and maintenance with house value (as was found in MacDonald and Gifford, 1989). Prior research has found Movement control was mentioned on 38 occasions with participant responses supporting the literature that footpaths are attractive as they allow an offender to ‘root’ for targets, they also facilitate easy access and egress from a property and housing estate. Responses also supported the belief that true culs-de-sac are a deterrent – due to the risks involved in exiting an estate the way that you entered, as well as the belief that residents will know who lives there and who is a stranger. Surprisingly, the concept of defensible space was rarely referenced – just 11 occasions. Where it was mentioned, the majority of responses suggested that the design features of narrowing of the road entrance, change in road colour and texture, and ‘private’ signs portrayed the message that the area was exclusive, that the housing was privately owned (as opposed to social) and that the rewards of offending within this area would outweigh the risks. Key principles referred to by offenders as impacting upon their decision-making, but not explicitly referenced in existing CPTED policy and guidance, included morals, familiarity and occupancy. Whilst the former is difficult to influence through design, it is the view of the authors that familiarity and occupancy should be given more consideration within CPTED policy and guidance. 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Progress in incentivising and requiring housing developers to consider the implications of design upon crime and its prevention, particularly within the UK, has been commendable, and there is little doubt that research has played a key role in influencing this progress. This research does not attempt to question the overall role that CPTED plays in crime prevention, but rather to examine this in more detail, particularly relating to the specific principles that characterise CPTED and how those principles are applied. The findings confirm that design plays a key role in offender decision-making and that this is relevant at the neighbourhood and property level. However, whilst the responses confirmed the importance of CPTED, there were differences amongst the participants regarding the level and interpretation of risk, and even with a sample of 22 incarcerated adult, male, prolific burglars, the number of ‘yes I would burgle that property’ versus ‘no, I would not burgle that property’ differed greatly.  

The principles of surveillance, through movement and physical security were confirmed as key - the risk of being observed clearly the most significant concern for offenders (referenced on 132 occasions by the 22 offenders). The principles of management and maintenance and defensible space were less straightforward. The concept of defensible space was only referenced on 11 occasions and whilst it was evident that offenders were deterred by the idea of neighbours knowing each other and being able to distinguish them as a stranger, the most common interventions to achieve defensible space (particularly ‘private signs’) appeared to attract as opposed to deter offenders. The influence of management and maintenance influenced offender decision-making, but the direction of that influence differed from much existing theory, policy and guidance. Participants clearly stated that tidy properties convey the impression that residents care and will thus have nice products to steal, whilst untidy properties convey the impression that the reward from offending against that property will not be worth the risk. At no point in the interviews did offenders equate a lack of maintenance with a lower risk of observation, apprehension or challenge (as is suggested in previous literature, theory, policy and guidance). The impact of occupancy, familiarity and moral concerns should be reflected upon. Occupancy and familiarity in particular can be influenced through design and whilst the latter has been discussed within the repeat victimisation literature, particularly relating to near and virtual repeats, it is notable in its absence from CPTED literature, policy and guidance. As Townsley et al. (2003) highlight: “Crime prevention strategies will need to be varied according to the extent of housing homogeneity” (p. 630), and this is something that could be adopted within schemes such as Secured by Design. 

The importance placed upon morals in decision-making was unexpected, particularly given the sample of prolific offenders - committing up to ten burglaries a day. The extent to which this should be accepted without validation is, however, questionable. Offenders regularly referred to the deterrent of burgling ‘their own’, in the words of Offender 4: “You don’t sh*t in your own back yard”. Yet extensive criminological research involving both spatial analysis and ethnographic interviews, suggests otherwise - with burglars preferring to offend within close proximity of their home (Phillips, 1980; Brantingham and Brantingham, 1981; Brown and Altman, 1981; Bennett and Wright, 1984; Gabor and Gottheil, 1984; Wright and Decker, 1984; Rengert and Wasilchick, 1985; Forrester, Chatterton and Pease, 1988; Bernasco and Nieuwbeerta, 2005 and Bernasco, 2008). This is what Shaw and Pease (2000), in their research on repeat victimisation, refer to as false morality. A more likely explanation for these findings is, in the view of the authors, related to the time at which that morality becomes apparent. Whilst offenders genuinely appeared to express disapproval, even disgust at the thought of targeting the elderly, disabled or poor, they were incarcerated at the point of interview and had been given time to reflect upon the impact of their offending. The extent to which those morals influenced their decisions at the time of the offence, is questionable. 

This research commenced as a response to the authors’ concerns regarding the existing definitions of CPTED principles. Had their evolution from early approaches outlined by, amongst others, Newman (1973), Jacobs (1961) and later Poyner (1983), adequately considered the need for reflection, reconsideration and reconstruction to reflect offender modus operandi, drug use and changes in the way in which we utilise our residential housing. More specifically we were concerned regarding the significance placed upon each principle and the methods of implementing those principles through CPTED interventions. The findings confirmed the importance of design as a means of crime reduction, but also emphasised the need to re-assess the existing principles and their implementation. Consideration should be given to the weighting of each principle; the findings suggest that surveillance clearly plays a major role in influencing decision-making, defensible space not so. Should these principles be outlined as equally important in policy and guidance or should their be an element of differentiation? Specific interpretation of principles should also be reconsidered - high rear fences are advised in vulnerable locations, yet offenders clearly state the appeal of such measures; ‘private’ signs are used as a territorial response, yet offenders are attracted by what they see as connotations of wealth and exclusivity, and existing justifications for the consideration of management and maintenance showed no alignment with offender perceptions. In line with the theme of this book, the authors suggest a re-building of CPTED – of its principles and the interpretation of those principles to ensure its evolution and relevance. 
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