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Introduction
Research questions and objectives
The European Crime Prevention Network (EUCPN) provides a platform for its members to discuss and
disseminate best practices in crime prevention. Essential in identifying best practices in crime
prevention, is the evaluation of crime prevention projects. A crucial step in any evaluation process is
the identification and registration of indicators (EUCPN 2013, UNODC 2010, Morgan & Homel 2013).
Indicators provide measurable information on the implementation, efficiency and effectiveness of a
crime prevention programme. They can be applied to evaluate projects against specific criteria in an
intersubjective and rigorous manner. Information on the identification and use of indicators in the
evaluation process of crime prevention projects is nevertheless currently lacking. The EUCPN has
therefore commissioned this study to provide an overview of relevant indicators and their
application in the evaluation of crime prevention projects1.

The following central research questions will be addressed:
1. What are the most important indicators, both general and specific, for the identification of
best practices in crime prevention?
2. How can those indicators be applied in a user-friendly evaluation model?
3. Which conditions need to be taken into account when applying the evaluation model?

Each question will be elaborated on in a separate part. The objectives of the three parts are defined
as follows:
●

Part I: Identification of indicators

-Provide an overview of the most important indicators, both general and specific per type of
evaluation, type of prevention, type of group targeted by the prevention measure and type of crime;

●

Part II: Development of an evaluation model

-Develop specific criteria including the previously determined indicators;
-Develop a practical evaluation model;
-Provide a user-friendly evaluation tool (Excel score form) for applying the model.

1

The research team wishes to thank in particular Mrs. Febe Liagre and Mrs. Cindy Verleysen of EUCPN, for the coordination
and guidance of the research project, and the guidance committee (Pierre Thomas, Luc Devroe, Peter Colle, Laetitia Nolet,
Dirk Bogaert, Catherine Van Der Straeten, Dries Wyckmans, Sofie Moons, David Mobius and Liesbeth Vereecken) for their
suggestions and feedback during the research project.
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●

Part III: Testing and improving the evaluation model

-Improve and tweak the evaluation model further based on feedback from practitioners;
-Determine the conditions under which the evaluation model needs to be applied.

Methods
To address the research question and objectives outlined above, the following threefold process is
followed:
1. Identification of relevant indicators based on a systematic review of existing European
crime prevention evaluation studies;
2. Development of a practical evaluation model integrating both general criteria identified
in a review of the evaluation literature and specific criteria identified in the literature
study and systematic review;
3. Assessment of the practical validity of the model and improvement of the model based
on the feedback generated by a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) survey of EUCPN
members.



Part I: Identification of indicators

To identify the relevant indicators, existing crime prevention evaluation studies were collected and
synthesized according to the principles of a systematic review (See Cooper et al. 2009, Campbell
2015 for more information on the systematic review method). The following scholarly databases
were searched: Web of Science, Google Scholar and the Campbell systematic review database. To
ensure the inclusion of relevant but not (yet) published evaluations, several grey literature databases
were also consulted: EUCPN database, System for Information on Grey Literature (SIGLE/Open Grey)
database and European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug addiction (EMCDDA) database.
Additionally, reference treeing is used, i.e. the references section of all relevant studies is searched
for citations to work not yet found (see also appendix 1 for more information about the used
systematic review protocol and related flow diagram).
To be included, prevention projects had to meet the following criteria:
-aim to prevent or reduce crime;
-took place in one or more European countries;
-written in English, French or German;
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-have been formally evaluated (including intermediate evaluations) or have designed an
evaluation process.
For each included evaluation study, the relevant indicators are identified according to (1) type of
evaluation, (2) type of prevention, (3) type of group targeted by the prevention measure, and (4)
type of crime. The results are then synthesised into an overview of most important indicators.

●

Part II: Development of an evaluation model

The next step is to develop a practical evaluation model. To develop this model, general criteria will
be determined from a review of the evaluation literature, integrated with the main indicators and
specific criteria as identified in part I. Developing an evaluation model allows to objectively compare
crime prevention projects and rigorously analyse their quality. The evaluation model will be
developed within the framework of realistic evaluation (Pawson & Tilley 1997). Realistic evaluation
does not only ask if something works, but is also interested in how something works, taking into
account the context into which it is implemented and the underlying mechanisms by which an
intervention is supposed to bring about its desired effects. Practically, the final evaluation model will
allow the evaluator to follow a specific set of steps to evaluate the quality of crime prevention
practices.

●

Part III: Assessing practical validity and improving the evaluation model

In the final part of this study, the practical validity of the evaluation model will be assessed and
improved based on feedback generated from a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) survey of EUCPN
members. This method is seen as a novel way to conduct comparative research and allows to include
multiple countries, by working with key experts in each of the countries included (see De Bondt 2015
for more information about this method). A comparison with the ECPA (European Crime Prevention
Award) of 2015 will also be made, to further test the actual scoring process. Based on this feedback,
necessary prerequisites and conditions for applying the evaluation model can be determined and
made explicit. A manual will be provided, detailing the practical application of the evaluation model
and providing general policy and practical guidelines for applying the model.
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PART I Identification of indicators for crime
prevention evaluation
1. Theoretical background
1.1 Defining crime prevention evaluation
Evaluation studies have become indispensable in crime prevention (Farrington 2003, Farrington et al.
2002, Lösel 2007). Welsh and Farrington (2012) state that the introduction and diffusion of
evaluation research has opened the door to a scientification of crime prevention. Welsh, Sullivan and
Olds (2010) speak in this context of a “prevention science”. Evaluation research is “the systematic
application of social research procedures for assessing the conceptualization, design, implementation
and utility of social intervention programmes” (Rossi et al. 1999, 7). It involves the use of systematic
and scientific methods to answer questions regarding the implementation and effectiveness of crime
prevention measures. At its core is the principle that crime prevention should be rational and based
on the best possible knowledge (empirical evidence) available (Welsh & Farrington 2012). Evaluation
studies aim to improve this evidence base, such that policy makers and prevention practitioners can
make a better informed choice for more effective crime prevention strategies. An evaluation study
generally consists of three phases: (1) planning and designing an evaluation (2) data collection and
analysis and (3) communicating the results. The European Crime Prevention Network (EUCPN) has
recently published a toolbox and thematic paper (EUCPN 2013) concerning these three phases in the
evaluation of crime prevention practices. It discusses the general principles of evaluation, practical
guidelines and illustrates this with some practical examples. When evaluating crime prevention
initiatives, an important distinction can be made between outcome and process evaluation (EUCPN
2013, Lab 2014), a distinction which will be discussed further in section 2.1.
To be able to evaluate crime prevention projects properly, it is important to determine what crime
prevention means and what constitutes good crime prevention practices. The definition of crime
prevention used here is given by Pauwels (2015, 6): “intervention in mechanisms which in the short or
long term decrease the number of crimes by (1) a decrease of the individual criminal propensity or (2)
decreasing the exposure to situational environmental factors triggering individual propensity, (3)
supplemented with interventions aimed at reducing the likelihood of harm as a consequence of
crime”. This definition expands on the definition by Wikström and Torstensson (1997) by defining
crime prevention not only from its consequences in the strict sense, but also by taking into account
its broader consequences, especially the consequences for society in general such as the perception
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and fear of crime and the physical and psychological consequences of victimisation (Lab 2014). Most
effective crime prevention projects are systematically planned, focussed and linked to theoretical
concepts and mechanisms. Interventions gain in meaning when it is known which factors and
mechanisms are acted upon, what the expected consequences are and how the intervention is
supposed to work. Durable crime prevention is only possible if the causes of the targeted criminal
behaviour and how (and if) they can be acted upon are known. The theoretical framework and
concepts of crime prevention used in this study are further explained in sections 1.2 and 1.3.

1.2 Situational Action Theory
The main theoretical framework of this study is the Situational Action Theory (SAT; Wikström 2004,
Wikström & Treiber 2016). The main merit of SAT is that it provides a comprehensive framework,
integrating both the situational (setting) and social (individual) aspects of the crime prevention
process (the difference between situational and social prevention is further elaborated in section
2.2). According to SAT, criminal behaviour can be understood as the outcome of the action
alternatives a person perceives and the action choices he/she makes. SAT proposes a perceptionchoice process as the mechanism which links individuals (propensity or moral context of the
individual) and their environments (exposure or moral context of the setting) (see figure 1). It should
be stressed that in SAT, the term situational refers to the interplay between the individual and the
action-relevant environment, thereby providing a more accurate idea of the meaning of situational.
Situations emerge when certain kinds of people are in certain kinds of settings and tend to see crime
as an action alternative and choose to carry out the action, when appropriately triggered trough
provocation or temptation, two major environmental characteristics of the context of action.

Figure 1: The causal process of crime according to SAT (Source: Wikström 2004)
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1.3 The 9 mechanisms of crime prevention according to Bjørgo
(2015)
Moving from the theoretical framework to crime prevention in practice, it is possible to classify crime
prevention interventions according to general crime prevention mechanisms. These mechanisms are
part of the situational action process as described above and can be understood as an explanation of
how a certain measure prevents crime. Bjørgo (2015) proposes nine such general crime prevention
mechanisms (see table 1), which can be considered nine aspects of a comprehensive crime
prevention strategy.
1. Establishing and maintaining normative barriers to committing criminal acts
E.g. don’t drink and drive campaigns
2. Reducing recruitment to criminal social environments and activities by eliminating or reducing
the social and individual causes and processes that lead to criminality
E.g. social and financial support for disadvantaged families
3. Deterring potential perpetrators from committing crimes through the threat of punishment
E.g. decreasing the time between arrest and punishment
4. Disrupting criminal acts by stopping them before they are carried out
E.g. increasing police patrols in vulnerable areas
5. Protecting vulnerable targets by reducing opportunities and make it more demanding to carry
out criminal acts
E.g. placing locks and cameras
6. Reducing the harmful consequences of criminal acts
E.g. restorative justice programmes
7. Reducing the rewards from criminal acts
E.g. encouraging people to not leave valuables in their cars
8. Incapacitating (or neutralising) perpetrators by denying them the ability (capacity) to carry out
new criminal acts
E.g. imprisonment of key gang members
9. Encouraging desistance from crime and rehabilitating former offenders so they are able to
settle back into a normal life
E.g. prison rehabilitation programmes
Table 1: Nine general crime prevention mechanisms (Adapted from Bjørgo 2015)

When targeting a specific crime problem or type of crime, there are four main questions that need to
be addressed (Bjørgo 2015) to identify the crime prevention mechanisms targeted and the related
necessary measures:
(1) How do the various prevention mechanisms work to reduce this crime problem?
(2) What measures can be used to activate these mechanisms?
(3) Who are the measures aimed at (entire populations, risk groups, problem groups or victims)?
(4) Who has the measures at their disposal and are thus the principal actors in implementing the
strategy?
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Answering these questions not only helps in determining the most adequate prevention strategy, but
by focussing the prevention project on the specific context also helps in determining relevant specific
objectives and their related indicators.
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2. Classification of crime prevention evaluation
indicators
For the evaluation of crime prevention initiatives suitable and relevant indicators are indispensable.
They allow to concretely monitor the progress and realisation of the project’s goals and objectives
and to answer the relevant evaluation questions. We define an indicator here as a specific,
measurable, valid and reliable variable, quantitative or qualitative, which delivers accurate and useful
information on a crime prevention project’s process or outcome and can be obtained from a reliable
source.
The specific implementation, importance and relevance of evaluation indicators varies according to
the scope of the evaluation, the specific crime problem the intervention addresses and the target
population of the intervention. It could therefore be helpful for the identification of the most
relevant indicators to use a classification structure when listing the indicators. The main distinctions
used in this study to classify the indicators are: 1) type of evaluation (process or outcome), 2) type
of prevention (situational or social), 3) type of group targeted by the prevention (universal, selective
or indicated) and 4) type of crime. These divisions are further discussed in sections 2.1 to 2.4.

2.1 Process and outcome evaluation
Two main types of evaluation can be distinguished in the evaluation of crime prevention projects:
process and outcome evaluation. See table 2 for examples of common process and outcome
evaluation questions.
Process evaluation (see also EUCPN 2013) informs about how the project works and about
programme fidelity, i.e. whether the project was implemented as originally designed and in
accordance with its aims and objectives. It also informs about potential restrictions and unintended
side-effects. As such, process evaluation can help in identifying necessary corrections and adaptions
for the remainder of the project or for future similar projects.
Outcome evaluation (see also EUCPN 2013) aims to determine the project’s effectiveness, i.e.
whether or not the project worked and managed to realise its objectives and goals. More
importantly, it aims to establish a causal link between the prevention project measures and its
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beneficial outcomes. A distinction can be made between short-term and long-term impacts2 that
result from the project.

Process evaluation

Outcome evaluation

 What are the main components or activities delivered
as part of a programme?
 Is the programme currently operating or has it been
implemented as it was originally designed (i.e.
programme fidelity)?
 What are the characteristics of the problem, places
and/or people being targeted by the programme?
 Are the intended recipients of a programme accessing
the services being provided, do they remain in
contact with the programme and does the
programme meet the needs of participants?
 What is the nature and extent of stakeholder
involvement in all stages/aspects of the programme?
 Is the programme consistent with best practice in
terms of its design and implementation?
 What factors impact positively or negatively upon the
implementation or operation of the programme?
 How appropriate are the governance arrangements,
operating guidelines and where applicable,
legislative framework in supporting the operation of
a programme?
 What is the cost associated with the operation of the
programme? Is the programme adequately
resourced?
 How efficient has the programme been in delivering
key activities?
 What improvements could be made to the design,
implementation
and
management
of
the
programme?

 To what extent has the programme achieved its stated
objectives?
 Did the programme make a difference in terms of the
problem it sought to address?
 What outcomes have been delivered as a result of
having implemented the programme?
 What impact has the programme had in the short
term on participants’ knowledge, attitudes, skills or
behaviour? Are these outcomes sustained over
time?
 What longer term outcomes have been delivered,
including the impact on crime rates and community
safety?
 Who else benefits from the programme, such as
programme staff, stakeholders and government?
 Where there any unintended consequences or
outcomes from the programme?
 Which programme activities or components
contributed to the short and long-term outcomes
that have been observed?
 What external factors impacted positively or
negatively on the effectiveness of a programme and
the outcomes that were delivered?
 What changes could be made to the programme to
improve its overall effectiveness?
 What are the financial benefits of a programme
relative to the costs associated with its operation
(return on investment)?

Table 2: Potential process and outcome evaluation questions (Source: Morgan & Homel 2013)

Ideally, both an outcome and process evaluation should be conducted (EUCPN 2013, Lab 2014).
Although outcome evaluation is commonly focused upon because it shows stakeholders whether or
not a project was successful, process evaluation is crucial as well as it allows to understand how the
outcomes of the project were achieved. If for example the project was unsuccessful, process
evaluation indicators can help in determining whether problems or restrictions in the
implementation of the project contributed to this outcome. It also allows to assess the strength of
the evidence if the project was successful. For example, a successful project able to implement the
2

Impact evaluation (i.e. evaluation of long-term effects) is sometimes distinguished as a separate type of evaluation, as the
long-term impact can be an important but costly hard to reliably measure compared to short-term outcome evaluation. In
this study it is considered under outcome evaluation.
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scientifically stricter (but practically more restrictive) experimental design with randomized control
group delivers stronger evidence of effectiveness than a similar project without randomized control
group. The combination of process and outcome evaluation is also important for cost-benefit or costeffectiveness analysis (see e.g. Jacobsen 2013). In this type of analysis, the costs associated with the
crime prevention project are compared with its outcomes, either by determining the increase in
costs per level of outcome improvement (cost-benefit) or by assigning a monetary value to each
outcome (cost-effectiveness).

2.2 Situational and social crime prevention
In crime prevention strategies, an important distinction can be made between situational and social
prevention (Ekblom 2010, Tilley 2013). Following SAT (see section 1.2), depending on different
combinations of the moral context of the setting and the moral context of the individual, it can be
more important to focus on social or situational prevention or a combination of both (see figure 2).

Deliberation
Crime is an
action alternative

Criminal
behaviour:
situational
prevention
No criminal
behaviour

Moral
beliefs and
emotions

Habit

Crime is not an
action alternative

Criminal
behaviour:
social
prevention

No criminal
behaviour

Figure 2:The need for situational or social crime prevention according to SAT (adapted from De Clerck & Pauwels 2010)

The core principles of situational prevention were originally formulated by the principles of the
‘crime triangle’, based on the routine activity theory (Cohen & Felson 1979). However, the crime
triangle has been criticised as being a truism (Wikström & Treiber 2016), i.e. true by definition and
thus less informative for the development of situational crime prevention than what one would
expect, hence the need for a more comprehensive framework such as SAT (see section 1.2). At best,
the original formulation provides us with a very general framework. It states that crime is possible
because of the convergence in time and place of the following three elements: (1) a motivated
offender, (2) an accessible target, (3) the absence of a capable guardian. Another influential theory in
14

the development of situational crime prevention is rational choice theory (Cornish & Clarke 1986),
which states that potential offenders make a rational choice to commit crime based on the
associated risks versus the potential rewards.
The main goal of situational crime prevention is therefore to reduce the opportunities for crime by
intervening in the crime triangle. This is done by the management of the immediate environment in a
systematic and as permanent as possible way. The following five main situational prevention
strategies can be distinguished (Clarke 1997):
-increase the effort the offender must take to commit the crime;
-increase the risks the offender must take to commit the crime;
-reduce the potential rewards for the offender that may be obtained from committing the crime;
-reduce provocations that may incite or escalate criminal acts;
-remove excuses that may be used by offenders to justify or rationalise their actions.
The following main crime prevention mechanisms (see section 1.3) are thus targeted: protection of
vulnerable targets, reduction of the rewards, and establishment of normative barriers. Based on
these strategies, Cornish & Clarke (2003) identify 25 techniques for situational crime prevention.
Table 3 summarizes these techniques with their related crime prevention mechanisms and specific
examples of crime prevention.
Although situational crime prevention has become a standard approach in crime prevention, it has
also attracted controversy and criticism (see e.g. Wortley 2010; Wikström & Treiber 2016). One of
the main criticisms is the risk of displacement. Crime displacement involves displacement of the
crime problem to another area, time, target, type of crime or even another modus operandi. As such,
there is no net reduction in crime. Related to the problem of crime displacement, is ‘diffusion of
benefits’. Diffusion of benefits is the (unintended) extension of crime-reducing effects beyond the
originally targeted setting, either by deterrence (increased risk for the offender) or discouragement
(decreased reward and/or increased effort) (Clarke & Weisburd 1994). This can be seen as a ‘benign’
form of displacement and as such can be seen as a counter-phenomenon to crime displacement
(Clarke 1997). However, diffusion of benefits might also make it more difficult to attribute crime
reduction specifically to the situational crime prevention measures.

15

Protect vulnerable targets

Reduce the rewards

By increasing the effort

By increasing the risks

1. Target harden
 Steering wheel locks and
immobilisers
 Anti-robbery screens
 Tamper-proof packaging

2. Control access to facilities
 Entry phones
 Electronic card access
 Baggage screening

6. Extend guardianship
 Take routine precautions: go
out in group at night, leave
signs of occupancy, carry
phone
 “Cocoon” neighbourhood
watch
7. Assist natural surveillance
 Improved street lighting
 Defensible space design
 Support whistle-blowers

3. Screen exits
 Ticket needed for exit
 Export documents
 Electronic merchandise tags

8. Reduce anonymity
 Taxi driver IDs
 “How’s my driving?” decals
 School uniforms

4. Deflect offenders
 Street closures
 Separate bathrooms for
women
 Disperse pubs
5. Control tools/ weapons
 “Smart” guns
 Disabling stolen cell phones
 Restrict spray paint sales to
juveniles

9. Utilize place managers
 CCTV for double-deck buses
 Two clerks for convenience
stores
 Reward vigilance
10. Strengthen formal
surveillance
 Red light cameras
 Burglar alarms
 Security guards

Reduce recruitment to
criminal activities

Establish and maintain
normative barriers

By reducing provocations

By removing excuses

11. Conceal targets
 Off-street parking
 Gender-neutral phone
directories
 Unmarked bullion trucks

16. Reduce frustrations and
stress
 Efficient queues and polite
service
 Expanded seating
 Soothing music/muted lights

21. Set rules
 Rental agreements
 Harassment codes
 Hotel registration

12. Remove targets
 Removable car radio
 Women’s refuges
 Pre-paid cards for pay
phones
13. Identify property
 Property marking
 Vehicle licensing and parts
marking
 Cattle branding

17. Avoid disputes
 Separate enclosures for rival
soccer fans
 Reduce crowding in pubs
 Fixed cab fares
18. Reduce emotional arousal
 Controls on violent
pornography
 Enforce good behavior on
soccer field
 Prohibit racial slurs
19. Neutralize peer pressure
 “Idiots drink and drive”
 “It’s OK to say No”
 Disperse troublemakers at
school
20. Discourage imitation
 Rapid repair of vandalism
 V-chips in TVs
 Censor details of modus
operandi

22. Post instructions
 “No Parking”
 “Private Property”
 “Extinguish camp fires”

14. Disrupt markets
 Monitor pawn shops
 Controls on classified ads.
 License street vendors
15. Deny benefits
 Ink merchandise tags
 Graffiti cleaning
 Speed humps

Table 3: Twenty-five techniques of situational crime prevention (Adapted from Cornish & Clarke 2003) and their related crime prevention mechanisms

23. Alert conscience
 Roadside speed display
boards
 Signatures for customs
declarations
 “Shoplifting is stealing”
24. Assist compliance
 Easy library checkout
 Public lavatories
 Litter bins
25. Control drugs and alcohol
 Breathalyzers in pubs
 Server intervention
 Alcohol-free events

Social crime prevention aims to influence underlying social conditions and factors which lead to
offending. The main crime prevention mechanisms (see section 1.3) targeted here are: the
establishment of normative barriers, reducing recruitment to criminal social environments and
encouraging desistance from crime. Social crime prevention tends to focus on potential offenders
and their social environment, based on the premise that social and economic problems are the root
causes of crime and that crime therefore can be prevented structurally by intervening in the family
life, education, health, work and neighbourhood of potential offenders (Rosenbaum et al. 1998). This
view has especially been influenced by the ecological systems model of Bronfenbrenner (1979) which
states that a person’s development is positively or negatively influenced by different levels (systems)
of his/her environment and their interactions (see figure 3).

Figure 3: Bronfenbrenner's ecological model applied to alcohol, tobacco and other drugs (ATOD)
(Source: Bronfenbrenner 1979)

The following two social crime prevention strategies can be distinguished (Welsh & Farrington 2012):

 Developmental prevention aims to intervene (preferably as early as possible) in a person’s
development to address risk factors and enhance protective factors that have been scientifically
determined to impact the likelihood of future offending. Risk and protective factors can be
targeted by prevention projects at (1) the level of the individual (e.g. social skills, attitudes) the (2)

level of the family (e.g. parental supervision, family support) and at (3) the social level (e.g. social
network, neighbourhood) (Farrington et al. 2012).
● Community prevention is based on the notion that changing the social and physical conditions
that influence offending in communities also changes the behaviour of individuals who live there
(Tonry & Farrington 1995). It aims to address social exclusion and lack of social cohesion, which
have been shown to be significant factors influencing the level of crime (Hirschfield & Bowers
1997, Sampson et al. 1997, Sampson 2012).
Social crime prevention initiatives are generally long-term projects aimed at the structural
prevention of crime, with the goal to attain significant long-term social and economic benefits. In this
respect social crime prevention has an advantage over situational crime prevention which has been
criticised as being too opportunistic and for not addressing the root causes of crime (UNODC 2010).
However, this also means that measuring the results might not be as evident, especially in the short
term. As such, social crime prevention projects might not be as attractive for funders due to the high
level of commitment and investment required with no immediately visible effects (UNODC 2010).

2.3 Universal, selective and indicated prevention
Based on the targeted population of an intervention a distinction can be made between universal,
selective and indicated prevention (IOM, 1994). This division has been heavily influenced by the
public health approach to crime prevention and reflects the target group of the prevention
intervention (Welsh & Farrington 2012). The level at which a crime prevention project is targeted, is
also the level at which the project needs to be evaluated.

 Universal (previously called primary) prevention consists of general prevention aimed at the
general population;

 Selective (previously called secondary) prevention targets groups at risk, whose members have a
higher risk of committing deviant behaviour or being victimised;

 Indicated (previously called tertiary) prevention is specifically aimed at the individual already
exhibiting problem behaviour and intends to prevent re-offending.
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2.4 Crime-specific indicators
In the previous sections crime has been used in a generic sense. However, the implementation
of the discussed concepts and their related indicators are ultimately crime specific. Different
types of crime vary in the appropriate or necessary measures that need to and can be taken to
act upon the various crime prevention mechanisms (Bjørgo 2015, see also section 1.3). As such
these general mechanisms need to be described specifically for various crime types and crimespecific indicators need to be defined as well to supplement the more general indicators. For
this study the following crime types are distinguished3: (1) alcohol and drug related crime, (2)
violent crime, (3) fraud and cybercrime, (4) property crime and (5) youth crime.

3

This classification is based on the combination of the crime type classification used in the EUCPN database and by
the EU serious and organised crime threat assessment (Europol SOCTA 2013).
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3. Overview of evaluation indicators
This chapter gives an overview of the most important indicators, both general and specific for
the identification of best practices in crime prevention, based on the results of a systematic
review of evaluation studies in Europe. In total 122 evaluation studies were included. See
appendix 1 for an overview of the systematic review protocol and appendix 2 for an overview of
the included studies.
The indicators are classified according to the following structure (figure 4, see also section 2):
Type of evaluation

Process evaluation
indicators

Outcome evaluation
indicators

Type of target
group

Universal prevention
indicators

Selective prevention
indicators
Indicated prevention
indicators

Alcohol & drug related crime
prevention indicators
Type of crime
Youth crime
prevention indicators

Property crime
prevention indicators
Violent crime
prevention indicators
Fraud & cybercrime
prevention indicators
Figure 4: Classification of indicators
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3.1 Process evaluation indicators
As discussed in section 2.1, process evaluation is an important aspect of crime prevention
evaluation, examining the project’s context, its restrictions and side-effects. In practice
however, Of the studies included in this systematic review, only a tenth focused exclusively on
process evaluation, while half of the studies did not do a process evaluation at all. Nonetheless
it is possible to list some general recurring process indicators (see table 4).

Process evaluation indicators
 Costs associated with implementation of preventative measures
 Correct implementation of preventative measures
 Accessibility
 Feasibility
 Participation rate
o General participation rate
o Participation of specific groups
 Retention rate
 External confounding factors
Table 4: Main process indicators identified by the systematic review

A first important general process indicator is the costs associated with the implementation of
the preventative measures. Although this is often compared with the final gains of the project
(cost-effectiveness or cost-benefit), this is also evaluated in a more absolute sense, i.e. whether
the cost in money, resources or people is reasonable given the constraints or scope of the
project in consultation with the project’s stakeholders.

A central concept of process evaluation is programme fidelity, i.e. whether or not the crime
prevention intervention was implemented as it was originally designed. The correct
implementation of preventative measures is practically evaluated by surveying project staff or
participants on what they have actually done versus what they should have done or the actual
implementation is observed and scored by the evaluator. Often this is supplemented by an
evaluation of the project’s feasibility and accessibility by conducting group discussions, surveys
or interviews with the principal actors, participants or (external) experts, who are asked to
provide feedback or their assessment of the project process.
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Participation rate measures the reach and potential for generalisation of the project. It can refer
to general participation or focus on the participation of certain groups. This is an especially
important indicator when a specific group is targeted by the crime prevention project.
Additionally, this indicator is also used in the case of vulnerable or minority groups difficult to
reach or to retain. Participation is only one aspect. Especially in the case of longitudinal or other
long-term prevention projects, maintaining the engagement of participants until the end of the
project can be challenging, but retention rate is an important factor in interpreting the final
results and to determine whether or not the project can have a lasting impact.
One of the most important questions is whether the post-intervention effect measured would
also have been attained if the intervention did not take place. In other words, can the observed
effect be attributed only to the intervention or has this effect partially or fully been influenced
by other external factors? Crime prevention never takes place in a vacuum, but always in a
certain context which influences the intervention process and its mechanisms. Therefore, it is
important to ask the right questions beforehand regarding the mechanisms at work, how the
intervention can address the right mechanism and the context in which they work (see also
section 1.3). A decrease in crime rate might for example be the consequence of a decreasing
trend which already started before the intervention. Likewise, the implementation of new
policies or even other crime prevention projects taking place at the same time in the same area
or targeting the same group might influence the results. For this reason, an evaluation of such
external confounding factors is (and should be) often part of the process evaluation of a crime
prevention project.

3.2 Outcome evaluation indicators
Crime prevention interventions aim to be sustainable, i.e. have a durable and long-lasting
impact. A distinction could therefore be made between short-term outcome indicators and
long-term outcome indicators. However, in practice, the majority of projects focus on outcome
indicators that can be measured immediately post intervention. This is likely done for practical
reasons, such as limited available resources Nevertheless it remains necessary to look at those
long-term effects, not only because it would otherwise be impossible to evaluate whether the
effect of the intervention is sustainable, but also because, especially in the case of social
prevention projects, it is an explicit aim to impact long-term structural economic and social
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factors. Table 5 gives an overview of the principal outcome indicators, classified according to
type of prevention.

Situational prevention indicators

Social prevention indicators

 Recorded crime

 Self-reported offending

 Victimisation

 Victimisation
 Change in attitudes towards offending

 Fear/perception of crime
 Displacement

behaviour
 Increased social skills

Table 5: Main situational and social outcome indicators identified in the systematic review

The importance of crime rate, fear of crime and victimisation is unsurprising as they are the
main components in the definition of crime prevention (see section 1.1). Depending on the type
of prevention project various indicators are used to measure crime rate. Situational prevention
projects generally monitor recorded crime (police data), supplemented occasionally with
victimisation data as a cross-checking measure. Additionally, situational crime projects often
also monitor displacement to other areas, targets or crime types which is considered to
neutralise partially of fully any reduction in crime rate (i.e. no real net reduction in crime, see
also section 1.2). Social prevention projects measure self-reported offending and/or
victimisation, depending on whether the project is aimed at potential offenders, victims or both.
Change in attitudes towards offending behaviour post intervention is used as an indicator of
whether or not the targeted offending behaviour is less of a viable action alternative post
intervention. Increased social skills through social skills training (e.g. inter-personal problem
solving, anger management) often forms an important part of the intervention in social crime
prevention projects to increase the normative barrier against offending. Arguably increased
social skill is a subjective measure and it is therefore often assessed by using formal
psychometric scales.

Universal, selective and indicated prevention outcome indicators (see table 6) differ according to
their respective level (see also section 2.3). This is especially evident for indicated crime
prevention where the general measure of crime rate is now measured at the individual level.
Universal and selective indicators both focus on the main components of crime prevention:
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decrease in crime rate, victimisation and fear of crime. As indicated crime prevention projects
target offenders in order to prevent re-offending, indicated outcome indicators also mainly
focus on this aspect, either by taking into account re-offending, self-reported or as reported by
other sources (e.g. incident reports in prison) or official convictions.
Universal prevention
indicators
 Recorded crime
 Reported offending
 Victimisation
 Community
fear/perception of crime

Selective prevention
indicators
 Recorded crime within risk
group
 Self-reported offending
within risk group
 Victimisation within risk
group

Indicated prevention
indicators
 Reported re-offending
 Reconviction rate

 Fear/perception of crime

Table 6: Main universal, selective and indicated indicators identified in the systematic review

Table 7 gives an overview of crime-specific (see also section 2.4) outcome indicators which
supplement or specify the more general indicators discussed above.

Alcohol & drug related crime prevention
indicators
Youth crime prevention indicators

Property crime prevention indicators
Violent crime prevention indicators
Fraud & cybercrime prevention indicators














Substance use
Attitudes towards substance use
Teacher/parent assessment
Mental health & well-being
School attendance
Attempts
Clear-up rate
Financial loss
Attempts
Increased reporting
Awareness of preventative measures
Increased detection

Table 7: Main crime-specific outcome indicators identified in the systematic review

The principal crime-specific indicators for alcohol & drug related crime refer to substance use
and attitudes towards substance use. This follows from the main objective of most drug related
crime prevention projects, which is to decrease substance abuse or make substance use a less
attractive option such that criminal acts also decrease as a positive consequence.
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The crime-specific indicators for youth crime relate to risk and protective factors commonly
associated with both crime types, as a principal strategy for both crime types is to reduce the
attractiveness of crime as a viable action alternative. As mentioned earlier, these are mostly
short-term indicators. There are however also long-term risk and/or protective factors such as
general quality of life, educational attainment, employment, which could be evaluated as well.

For property crime and violent crime prevention projects, a principal strategy is the increased
protection of potential targets. It is expected to initially see a short-term increase in (failed)
attempts before an actual reduction in crime rate is visible, making the number of attempts an
important indicator. Marking of valuables is also an important crime prevention strategy in
property crime prevention and as such clear-up rate is often used as an additional indicator,
assuming that the intervention might not initially reduce crime rate proper, but might lead
improve clear-up rate and as such reduces harmful consequences of crime. Financial loss is used
as a cross-checking measure or proxy when recorded crime is not considered to be accurate due
to low levels of crime reporting. For retail theft for example decreased retail loss is used as an
indicator for intervention effect and likewise interventions for vandalism often look at decrease
in repair costs as an indicator of intervention effect.

With fraud and cybercrime an important crime prevention strategy is to make it harder to carry
out the criminal act. Interventions therefore often gauge an increase of awareness of
preventative measures and an increased level of detection post intervention.

The identification of these principal indicators from the systematic review and the preceding
discussion of the main theoretical concepts of crime prevention in the literature are the
framework for the development of a practical evaluation model. The development and further
improvement of this evaluation model and its associated evaluation tool, QUALIPREV, are
discussed in part II and part III respectively.
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PART II: Development of an evaluation
model (the QUALIPREV tool)
The main aim of part II is to develop a practical evaluation model and provide a user-friendly
evaluation tool in the form of an Excel score form (see appendix 3 for a printed version and
appendix 4 for a short manual, summarising the main concepts explained in more detail in this
part). The resulting evaluation tool, which we called QUALIPREV, is meant to evaluate the
quality of crime prevention projects quickly and easily, based on the presence of key criteria. It
is aimed at evaluators wanting to evaluate (the potential of) their own projects or external
evaluators wanting to select promising practices. In this respect it is meant as an advisory tool
only, which cannot replace the actual evaluation process of a project or a systematic review or
meta-analysis, which are the only techniques capable of definitively identifying best practices.

To use the QUALIPREV tool, a project needs to meet the following criteria:


The project is a crime prevention intervention:

The definition of crime prevention (see also section 1.1) used here is given by Pauwels (2015, 6):
“an intervention in mechanisms which in the short or long term decrease the number of crimes
by (1) a decrease of the individual criminal propensity or (2) decreasing the exposure to
situational environmental factors triggering individual propensity, (3) supplemented with
interventions aimed at reducing the likelihood of harm as a consequence of crime”;


An evaluation took place or is planned:

ideally, both process and outcome evaluations have been conducted, but the tool can also be
used for projects with only one type of evaluation or even no evaluation, insofar the evaluation
has already been prepared;


The project takes place in one or more European countries:

although the evaluation model might be of more general use, the tool was developed and
tested within a European context.
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Using the QUALIPREV tool, a crime prevention project is scored in two steps:


Step I: scoring of the evaluation quality:

based on key criteria (discussed in more detail in section 1 of this part) a score is determined
reflecting the methodological merit of the evaluation process;


Step II: effectiveness assessment:

if an evaluation has been conducted, the effectiveness of the prevention measure is taken into
account by providing the project with a colour-coded label to accompany the score from step I.
The scoring process is discussed in more detail in section 2.

The evaluation model, which forms the framework of QUALIPREV, consists of the following key
parts, as identified in the literature study (see part I) and as a result of the feedback from
practitioners (see part III):
(1) problem statement and theoretical background:
an analysis of the crime problem the prevention project wishes to target and the theoretical
justification for the methods and approach used (see also sections 1.2 and 1.3 of part I for more
information on the importance of theoretical background);
(2) evaluability assessment:
ensuring that the project can be evaluated properly and reliably by setting up data registration
and collecting information on the project;
(3) process evaluation:
an evaluation of the implementation and development of the project (see also section 2.1 of
part I for more information about process evaluation);
(4) outcome evaluation:
an evaluation of the short-term and long-term effects of the programme and its costeffectiveness (see also section 2.2 of part I for more information about outcome evaluation);
(5) dissemination and publication of results:
distribution of the results of the project to a wide audience (prevention workers, policy makers,
academics, general public).

In the following sections, the specific criteria of each part are discussed in more detail. To
illustrate the evaluation model, a flow chart to guide the evaluation process has been created.
See table 8 for a legend of the symbols used in the flow charts.
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The rounded rectangle indicates the start and end points of the flow diagram.
The diamond shape represents the criteria which are used to score the project.
Key criteria are indicated with a bold outline.
The rectangle refers to a scoring step.
This symbol refers to a sub-process with its own flow chart.

The arrow is a connector between the different pages of the flow diagram.
Table 8: Overview of flow chart symbols
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1. Evaluation criteria
1.1 Problem statement and theoretical background
The first part of the evaluation model, problem statement and theoretical background, provides
an analysis of the crime problem the prevention project wishes to target and the theoretical
justification for the methods and approach used. It consists of the following criteria: the
presence of a context analysis, statement of specific objectives, a link with theory and/or
empirical research and the identification of crime prevention mechanisms (see figure 5 for the
flowchart of this part).

A context analysis is a discussion and analysis of the crime problem the prevention project
wishes to address. It is meant to provide an indication of what kind of crime problem there is,
how widespread it is and whether there are specific contextual conditions possibly impacting
the crime problem and its preventative measures. It is important because it gives direction to
the prevention projects, in conjunction with the other criteria of this part.

Declaring specific objectives to be reached is important because it gives direction to the project
itself and allows it be evaluated unequivocally. For example, an objective like “ensuring a
decrease in crime rate” is vague and could be difficult to evaluate for how large does this
decrease need to be for the project to be considered effective?

Also important is a link with current theory and/or empirical research. No preventative project
exists in a vacuum, but is based on what is known from theory and providing such a link with
theory and/or empirical research supports and strengthens the final results of the project. It is
also by providing a theoretical background that relevant objectives and indicators can be
determined. A crime prevention mechanism explains how a certain measure works to reduce or
prevent crime (see section 1.3 for more information on crime prevention mechanisms and table
1 for an overview of the crime prevention mechanisms used here). These crime prevention
mechanisms provide the link between theory and practice and give more information about
how the prevention measure(s), undertaken by the project, work(s). Being able to identify such
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a mechanism, shows that some thought is put into determining how the prevention projects
targets crime.

Figure 5: Evaluation model: problem statement and theoretical background
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1.2 Evaluability assessment
The second part of the evaluation model, the evaluability assessment, serves to ensure that the
project can be evaluated properly and reliably by setting up data registration and collecting
information on the project. It consists of the following criteria: systematic data registration,
replicability, independent evaluation and continuous evaluation (see figure 6 for the flow chart).

Systematic data registration aims to collect data accurately in a structured way. It consists of a
data collection strategy determined beforehand and ensures a measure of standardisation (e.g.
by providing standardised interview forms). This ensures a reliable data collection which in turn
allows for reliable results.

Replicability is defined as the possibility to replicate the project in another context (e.g. another
country). When defining good practices, replicability is important as it would not be interesting
to exchange practices which can only be applied in a specific context. As replicability in itself can
be considered somewhat subjective and contextual, meaning that it can mean different things in
practice depending on the party willing to replicate the project, the evaluation model only
considers whether or not enough information is available to be able to replicate the project,
such that it can be determined precisely for each other context whether the project can be
easily replicated or whether some conversion work still needs to be done.

An independent evaluation refers here to an evaluation conducted by an independent third
party. By conducting the evaluation (also) by an external evaluator, strengthens the final results
of the project. An external evaluator provides another fresh pair of eyes and thus increases the
reliability of the results.

Continuous evaluation in this context means that the evaluation of the prevention project is also
conducted in some form during the project instead of only afterwards. Constant monitoring or
evaluation at set points during the project’s progress helps in identifying problems and
intervening before the project is irreversibly affected. Hence continuous evaluation strengthens
the reliability of the project’s final results.
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Figure 6: Evaluation model: Evaluability assessment
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1.3 Process evaluation
The third part, process evaluation, as discussed in section 2.1 of part I in more detail, refers to
the evaluation of the implementation and development of the project. It consists of the
following criteria: discussion of relevant process indicators, involvement of external
stakeholders and involvement of the target group or local community (see figure 7).

In a process evaluation, process indicators are used to evaluate the project’s process. In the
previous part of this report (section 3.1 and table 4), relevant process indicators were identified
based on a systematic review of European evaluation studies. The identified process indicators
can be used as an aid to determine whether or not relevant process indicators are discussed.
Using a table of fixed indicators ensures that different projects can be compared equally. A
more extensive process evaluation, i.e. a discussion of multiple process indicators is valued
higher. Multiple is considered here as three or more indicators. This is based on the observation
in the systematic review that limited process evaluations only discussed one or two principal
indicators, while more extensive process evaluations generally discussed three or more. Note
also that only principal indicators are counted, sub-indicators pertaining to one main indicator
are counted as one.

As a process evaluation evaluates the implementation of the prevention project, it is important
to also involve the external stakeholders in the evaluation. Likewise, the target group or local
community impacted by the prevention project should also be involved. Their feedback might
indicate how well the prevention project is received and perceived, a factor which can strongly
influence the project’s final results.
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Figure 7: Evaluation model: Process evaluation
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1.4 Outcome evaluation
The fourth part, outcome evaluation, also discussed in more detail in section 2.1, refers to the
evaluation of the short- and long-term effects of the prevention project. It consists of the
following criteria: discussion of relevant outcome indicators, the use of a control group,
randomisation or matched pairs and the presence of a cost-benefit analysis (see figure 8).

For outcome evaluation, outcome indicators are used. As was the case with process evaluation
in the previous section, relevant outcome indicators have also been identified in the systematic
review and can be found in section 3.2, tables 5 to 7. Likewise, a more extensive outcome
evaluation is valued more and only main indicators (not sub-indicators) are considered.

The use of a control group refers to the assigning of the units at which the preventative
measure(s) are aimed into two complementary groups: either the control or the treatment
group. The treatment group undergoes the preventative measure, the control does not or
receives the standard treatment the new preventative measure aims to replace. Using such a
control group helps isolating the influence of the preventative measure. The use of a control
group is usually used in conjunction with randomisation or matched pairs, but when this is
practically impossible a control group is often used in itself. Although this is less reliable, it is still
better than no control group at all. Randomisation refers to the random assignment of units to
the treatment and control groups. Its aim is to exclude systematic influences and more
confidently attribute any changes to the actual preventative measure. An alternative to
randomisation is the matched pairs approach, whereby each unit in the preventative measure is
matched (e.g. based on age) to a similar unit in the control group.

A cost-benefit analysis (CBA) compares the strengths and weaknesses of a prevention project
against its cost. In this type of analysis, the costs associated with the crime prevention project
are compared with its outcomes, either by determining the increase in costs per level of
outcome improvement (cost-benefit) or by assigning a monetary value to each outcome (costeffectiveness). CBA is included under outcome evaluation as a cost-benefit analysis is only
applicable in the context of an outcome evaluation (e.g. when the prevention project’s effects
are known). Conducting a cost-benefit analysis provides additional important information for
evaluating the project’s effects and is therefore scored in the model.
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Figure 8: Evaluation model: Outcome evaluation
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1.5 Dissemination and publication of results
The final part of the evaluation model refers to the distribution of the results of the project to a
wide audience (prevention workers, policy makers, academics, general public, …). It consists of
the following criteria: the availability of an online report, an academic publication and a report
in English (see figure 9).

By making the prevention project’s results freely available online (e.g. project website or the
EUCPN database), other projects and practitioners can also learn from its strengths and
weaknesses. It also allows to bring together the results of similar projects and conduct a metaanalysis or systematic review, which are considered the strongest proof of effectiveness, thus
allowing to identify best practices. Publishing the results academically has the same purpose
and, because of the peer-reviewing process it needs to undergo, strengthen the reliability of the
results.

Exchanging project results can be greatly facilitated by (also) providing a report in English, which
is a global lingua franca. As is the case with making the project’s results freely available online,
not publishing in English can hamper the exchange of effective practices.
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Figure 9: Evaluation model: Dissemination and publication of results
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2. A two-step scoring process
2.1 Step I: Scoring of the evaluation quality
In the first step of the scoring process, each project is scored according to the criteria discussed
in the previous section. Points are awarded according to the presence of certain criteria. This is
more objective than evaluating how thorough a certain criterion has been fulfilled. For example,
if the project contains a context analysis (assessment of the crime problem the project tries to
address), the projects scores the points assigned to this criterion. The presence of more criteria
of a certain part is however considered to be a reflection of how extensive and thorough the
associated part has been fulfilled by a project. For example, projects with a strong problem
statement and theoretical background generally fulfil more criteria of this part than projects
that only have a limited theoretical discussion. In some cases, it is possible that a certain
criterion is only partially fulfilled. In that case half the corresponding points are awarded. For
example, if only a summary of the project results is published online instead of a full report, the
criterion of online publication is partially fulfilled.

Key criteria, as determined by the literature study (see part I) and feedback from practitioners
(see part III), are in general scored higher. For example, a link with theory is considered a key
criterion and thus its fulfilment receives more points than e.g. the criterion of innovativeness.
Each part has a base score of 10 points, with the exception of ‘Dissemination and publication of
results’, as this is a smaller part with less criteria. Projects are also only scored based on the
parts which are present. For example, a project that has not (yet) been evaluated is only scored
on the first two parts (problem statement & theoretical background and evaluability
assessment). For this reason, four different score forms (see appendix 3) were developed,
depending on if and what kind of evaluation took place: (1) projects without evaluation, (2)
projects with only process evaluation, (3) projects with only outcome evaluation and (4) projects
with both process and outcome evaluation.

The final score of a prevention project reflects the methodological quality of the project and its
evaluation (if conducted). To determine the final score, the scores of the different parts are
added and weighted according to the scheme in tables 9 to 11, depending on if and what kind of
evaluation took place. These weights were determined based on the theoretical importance of
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each part and the practical testing of the evaluation model (discussed in more detail in part III).
The final score is also represented as a percentage in the score form, which reflects the
following rating scale:


90%+: excellent



75-89%: very good



60-74%: good



50-59%: average



30-49%: below average



0-29%: poor

Projects without evaluation

Item score

Weights

Weighted
score

Problem statement & theoretical background

10 points

x4

40 points

5 points

x2

10 points

Process/outcome evaluation

N/A

N/A

Dissemination & publication of results

N/A

N/A

Evaluability assessment (part 1)

Total score

/50 points

Table 9: Weights for projects without evaluation

Projects with evaluation (either process or
outcome)
Problem statement & theoretical background

10 points

x2

20 points

Evaluability assessment

10 points

x 0,5

5 points

Process or outcome evaluation

10 points

x2

20 points

5 points

x1

5 points

Dissemination & publication of results
Total score

/50 points

Table 10: Weights for projects with either process or outcome evaluation
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Projects with evaluation (both process and
outcome)
Problem statement & theoretical background

10 points

x2

20 points

Evaluability assessment

10 points

x 0,5

5 points

Process evaluation

10 points

x1

10 points

Outcome evaluation

10 points

X1

10 points

5 points

x1

5 points

Dissemination & publication of results
Total score

/50 points

Table 11: Weights for projects with both process and outcome evaluation

As can be seen from the weighting scheme, the weights depend on whether a process or
outcome evaluation or both are conducted. When no evaluation is conducted, the merit of the
project depends only on the problem statement and theoretical background and evaluability
assessment. The latter gains in importance relative to projects with evaluation as it is important
that projects for which no evaluation has been conducted, a reliable evaluation is still possible in
the future. For projects with evaluation however, the weight for evaluability assessment is
lowered in favour of the actual evaluation parts (process and/or outcome evaluation). When a
project has only undergone only one type of evaluation (process or outcome), this part is
weighted to reflect that the burden of the evaluation falls on one, while ideally an evaluation
should consist of both. For a project with both process and outcome evaluation, no additional
weight is used. This means in practice that the evaluation part of projects with either process or
outcome evaluation and the evaluation part of projects with both receive the same amount of
points. Projects with both process and outcome are therefore rewarded as they can more easily
score points (more criteria to gain points with), while projects with only one type of evaluation
lose more points per criterion not fulfilled.
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2.2 Step II: Effectiveness assessment
In step I a score was determined based on the methodological merit of the evaluation process. It
is however essential to take into account the effectiveness of the prevention measure when
ranking the different projects under evaluation. This is step II of the scoring process. This step
can only be conducted if a process, outcome or both types of evaluation have been conducted.
The results of cost-benefit analysis should be considered part of the outcome evaluation. If no
evaluation was conducted, step II is not conducted and only the score from step I is assigned to
the project.

When an evaluation has been conducted, step II can be executed as well. In that case, the score
form also provides a colour-coded label to accompany the score (see table 12). If the score form
is filled out electronically, the label is determined automatically based on the answers under
‘Effectiveness assessment’.

The colour-coded label depends on the results of the evaluation(s):
-positive (+): positive process/outcome effects have been found
-negative (-): no or unwanted process/outcome effects have been found
Note that no effect (e.g. no increase but also no decrease of crime rate) is considered a negative
effect, as it is an undesired outcome.
-inconclusive (?): the results are mixed or unclear either way

To determine whether the results of the evaluation were positive, negative or inconclusive, it is
best to rely on the main conclusions of the evaluator in the evaluation report. If it is found that
the positive effects outweigh the negative ones, the evaluation results should be considered
positive and vice versa. If none outweighs the other, the results are inconclusive. This should be
done separately for the process evaluation and for the outcome evaluation if both have been
conducted. The colour-coded label is then assigned according to table 12.

42

Only process or outcome

Both process and outcome

Effective
Promising

Likely not





Process/Outcome (+)

Process/Outcome (-)

effective

Not effective
Inconclusive



Process/Outcome (?)

Table 12: Effectiveness labels
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Process (+) Outcome (+)



Process (+) Outcome (?)



Process (?) Outcome (+)



Process (-) Outcome (?)



Process (?) Outcome (-)



Process (-) Outcome (+)



Process (+) Outcome (-)



Process (-) Outcome (-)



Process (?) Outcome (?)

PART III Testing and improving the
evaluation model
1. Survey of EUCPN and EFUS members
To evaluate and further tweak the evaluation model, a first version4 of the QUALIPREV tool was
sent out to crime prevention practitioners in Europe. This was done via a SPOC (single point of
contact) survey to the members of EUCPN (European Crime Prevention network), thus
contacting prevention experts in 26 EU countries5. The survey was also sent out to EFUS6 to
gather additional feedback. Feedback was asked through a short online survey concerning the
user-friendliness and comprehensibility of the evaluation tool and the relevant criteria and their
importance (see appendix 5 for an overview of the questions asked). It was also possible to
submit additional comments or feedback through e-mail. The online survey received 13
responses from 11 countries. Two respondents from the online survey also submitted feedback
via e-mail. Additionally, three respondents submitted feedback only through e-mail. In total 13
out of 26 EU countries responded with feedback and comments, a response rate of 50%. The
received comments were used to further improve the evaluation model. In the next sections,
some general feedback and comments are summarised, then it is discussed how user-friendly
and comprehensible the tool was perceived, and finally the relevance and importance of the
different evaluation criteria are addressed.

1.1 General feedback and comments
The evaluation tool was in general well received. There were some recurring comments in the
received feedback and comments regarding its use. In the first place it is considered important
that the evaluation model remains as objective and neutral as possible, i.e. that the different
criteria cannot be interpreted ambiguously or differently by different users. Related to this,
there is also the need for clear definitions of the different criteria and terminology used. To take
these needs into account, each criterion was checked for objectivity in its definition and
4

The version of the tool consisted of the Excel score form, the evaluation model flow chart and short manual.
These countries are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Sweden.
6
EFUS is an organisation of local governments and can thus offer complementary insights.
5
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information regarding the criteria was integrated into the evaluation tool (e.g. a short definition
for each criterion and mouse-over definitions for the response options).
It was also felt that although the evaluation tool (QUALIPREV) is a promising start, there is a
need for further testing in practice in combination with multiple feedback rounds. As this was a
short research project, it was not possible to conduct extensive testing in the scope of this
project. However, this is an important point for further research (see also Conclusions and
recommendations).

1.2 User-friendliness and comprehensibility
The survey respondents were asked to evaluate a couple of statements regarding the userfriendliness and comprehensibility of the QUALIPREV tool. The results can be found in table 13.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither
disagree
or agree

0
(0%)

1
(7,69%)

0
(0%)
0
(0%)

The evaluation score form is
easy to use
The evaluation flow chart and
manual are clear and easy to
understand
The evaluation model is useful
to evaluate crime prevention
projects

Agree

Strongly
agree

0
(0%)

8
(61,54%)

4
(30,77%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

7
(53,85%)

2
(15,38%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

9
(69,23%)

2
(15,38%)

Table 13: User-friendly statements results

A large majority of the respondents agreed or even strongly agreed that the evaluation tool is
easy to use, easy to understand and useful for evaluating crime prevention projects. One
respondent did not found the evaluation score forum that easy to use, but did not commented
on why this was the case.

From the feedback received, it appeared that some respondents would prefer to find more
information about the criteria and their definitions in the score form itself, whereas it could
then only be found in the short manual. The information from the manual was therefore
incorporated more into the score form, for example by providing a short description of the
response options when selecting them and by integrating the indicator tables from part 1 also
into the score form. The Excel score form is also designed such that it cannot be filled out
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incorrectly. For example, when criteria are skipped, the final score will not appear. There are
also four different forms, depending on whether an evaluation was conducted and if so,
whether it was only a process or outcome evaluation or both. This ensures that only the
relevant parts and criteria appear on the form (e.g. when only a process evaluation was
conducted, there are no questions regarding outcome indicators).

1.3 Evaluation criteria
The survey also asked about the importance and relevance of the evaluation model parts and
criteria. Respondents were firstly asked to score the different parts of the evaluation model
from 0 to 10 to identify those parts they considered most important in the evaluation of crime
prevention projects. The results of this question are summarised in table 14.
Mean score

Median score

Minimum

Maximum

Problem statement
and theoretical
background

8,15

8

4

10

Evaluability
assessment

8,96

9

5

10

Process evaluation

8,69

9

5

10

Outcome evaluation

9,31

10

5

10

Dissemination and
publication of results

8,69

8

4

10

Table 14: Importance attributed to the evaluation model parts

It would seem from the high mean and median scores that all parts are considered equally
important. Although some respondents did indeed indicate that they thought all parts to be of
high and equal importance, it would seem that the most striking result from this question is that
the importance attributed to the different parts varies greatly, as can be discerned from the
minima and maxima. Only outcome evaluation is considered somewhat more important, while
dissemination and publication of results is generally rated lower, but not necessarily considered
unimportant. The evaluation model accommodates this variation in importance, by allowing the
weights to be changed depending on specific priorities (e.g. higher weight for dissemination and
publication of results to encourage publication of results). However, the current weights of the
model have been chosen taken into account both crime prevention evaluation literature and the
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feedback given by practitioners. As such, the current evaluation tool (QUALIPREV score form)
can be considered standard for most situations.

Respondents were additionally asked to choose and rank their five most important criteria for
evaluation crime prevention projects. Table 15 lists the different criteria, how many times they
were chosen at each rank and their rank score. The rank score allows to take into account both
how many times a criterion was chosen and how high it was ranked by weighing the frequency
by its respective rank, whereby rank 1 is weighted the highest and rank 5 the lowest. The higher
the rank score, the more important a certain criterion is considered.
Rank 1

Rank 2

Rank 3

Rank 4

Rank 5

Rank score

Replicability

1

1

3

1

0

1,538

Outcome indicators

3

1

0

0

0

1,462

Link with theory

1

2

1

1

0

1,385

Process indicators

1

1

2

0

1

1,230

Objectives reached

2

0

1

0

2

1,154

Innovative

1

1

0

0

0

0,692

Concrete objectives

1

0

1

0

0

0,615

Dissemination and
publication

1

0

1

0

0

0,615

Context-analysis

0

1

1

0

0

0,538

Crime prevention
mechanism(s)

1

0

0

0

0

0,385

Cost-benefit

0

1

0

0

1

0,385

Evaluability

0

1

0

0

0

0,308

Control group

0

1

0

0

0

0,308

Involvement of
stakeholders

0

0

0

2

0

0,308

Independent evaluation

0

0

1

0

0

0,231

7

8

0

9

0

Other

1

1

1

Table 15: Ranking of different evaluation criteria

7

“Action is evidence-based or at least scientifically proven to be effective, also cost-effective, continuous, systematic
in its approach in targeting causes of the problem”
8
“Understandable”
9
“Interesting, witty”
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The five criteria considered most importantly are: replicability, outcome indicators, link with
theory, process indicators and whether the objectives were reached. None of those five
however scores significantly higher than the rest and there is a rather large variety of criteria
which are chosen at least once. In other words, as seen before when asking about the
importance of parts, there are many aspects to consider when evaluating crime prevention
projects and the evaluation model is meant to reflect this.

Finally, respondents were also asked whether they thought any criteria were missing, and if so,
which. The different answers given and their frequency are given in table 16.

Number of responses10
No missing criteria

10

Cost-benefit

2

Quality of the sponsors

1

No answer given

1

Table 16: Missing criteria

The majority of respondents did not found any criteria to be missing. Two respondents wanted
cost-benefit to be included. One of them also wanted quality of the sponsors to be included in
the evaluation. In the version of the evaluation tool sent out with the survey, cost-benefit was
not included yet. Since then, it has been included: projects can earn two points within the
outcome evaluation part of the model when a cost-benefit analysis has been conducted and the
results of this analysis can also be considered part of the outcome evaluation when determining
the main results of the evaluation.

Although quality of sponsors is a reasonable ethical criterion, it is not possible to provide an
objective definition. As it was considered important by the EUCPN respondents to avoid
subjective or ambiguous criteria in the model, quality of sponsors is not included in the final
version of the evaluation model.

10

One respondent gave two answers
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2. Comparison with the European Crime Prevention
Award (ECPA) 2015
To evaluate how well the evaluation model works in practice, all entries (N=20) for the European
Crime Award (ECPA) 2015, awarded by the EUCPN, were scored using the QUALIPREV tool and
their scores compared to their original ECPA jury scores. The scoring using the evaluation tool
was done blinded, i.e. without initial knowledge of the jury scores, such that the original ECPA
scoring could not influence the evaluation tool scoring. The results are given in table 17.

Project
(anonymised)
S
F
Q
L
D
T
P
E
N
H
C
R
A
O
M
I
B
G
J
K

QUALIPREV
score
83%
81%
78%
74%
72%
67%
63%
63%
62%
61%
60%
54%
48%
48%
46%
46%
43%
43%
38%
37%

ECPA score
96%
90%
72%
64%
85%
73%
80%
50%
86%
80%
74%
55%
49%
87%
81%
63%
55%
85%
81%
61%

Table 17: Results of the comparison between ECPA and QUALIPREV
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QUALIPREV
rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7
8
9
10
11
12
12
13
13
14
14
15
16

ECPA rank
1
2
10
11
5
9
7
16
4
7
8
14
17
3
6
12
15
5
6
13

As the ECPA was scored on 60 and QUALIPREV (QP) on 50, both scores were converted to
percentages to allow comparison. It also needs to be taken into account that the scoring was
done based on the ECPA entries. In other words, the information provided by the different
projects was aimed at the requirements of ECPA, not QUALIPREV. Some criteria of QUALIPREV
were not asked about in the ECPA form (and thus did not receive any points) and vice versa not
all criteria of ECPA are included in QUALIPREV. For example, the entry form did not ask directly
about the link with relevant theory or if and how systematic data registration was conducted. A
main ECPA criterion missing in QUALIPREV is innovativeness. As discussed above, innovativeness
was eventually taken out of the evaluation model, as it was not possible to provide an objective
definition. Innovativeness does however count for a large part in the ECPA score. Another factor
that needs to be taken in to account, is that the ECPA entries were limited by a word count. For
some criteria, this might mean that the explanation given is limited to the main points, while in
reality more is done or done in more detail. For example, when giving information about the
different indicators used, discussion might have been limited to one or two main indicators in
ECPA, while QUALIPREV assigns more points when more indicators are used.

The results show that in general, projects score lower in QUALIPREV than in ECPA. This is likely
because of the factors discussed above. When looking at the ranks of the different projects, it
appears that the two top projects are evaluated well both by ECPA and QUALIPREV. However,
some of the other projects ranked highly by ECPA, were lowly ranked by QUALIPREV. On closer
inspection it seems that this is mainly caused by the weight innovativeness is given in ECPA,
while this is not taken into account at all in QUALIPREV. Some of the projects in question had in
fact a very innovative and interesting approach, but had only been very limitedly evaluated,
hence the lower score in QUALIPREV. QUALIPREV is also relatively strict by design, as it is meant
to mainly act as an advisory tool and to set a standard which can be used to improve a
prevention project’s evaluation process.

Looking solely at the results of QUALIPREV, the general distribution of the scores is relatively
balanced: some projects score high, some score low and a large part of the projects scores inbetween. This indicates that the scoring process of QUALIPREV is generally balanced, i.e. is not
extremely strict or extremely lenient.
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Conclusions and recommendations
Main conclusions
The aim of this study was twofold: (1) to identify the most important indicators, both general
and specific, for the identification of good practices in crime prevention and (2) to develop a
practical evaluation tool and associated user-friendly evaluation tool, aimed at evaluators
wanting to evaluate their own projects or external evaluators wanting to select promising
practices.

The identification and registration of indicators is a crucial step in the evaluation process of
crime prevention projects and therefore essential in identifying good practices in crime
prevention. In the first part of this study, a systematic review of 122 European crime prevention
evaluation studies was therefore conducted to identify the main relevant indicators depending
on:


type of evaluation (process or outcome);



type of prevention (situational or social);



type of group targeted by the prevention measure (universal, selective or indicated);



type of crime (alcohol and drug related crime, fraud and cybercrime, youth crime,
property crime and violent crime).

In the second part of this study, the identified indicators from the systematic review were
integrated in an evaluation model together with the main evaluation criteria identified in the
literature and based on the discussions with the guidance committee of this research project.
The evaluation model consists of the following parts:


problem statement and theoretical background;



evaluability assessment;



process evaluation;



outcome evaluation;



dissemination and publication of results.
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The evaluation model was developed into a practical evaluation tool, called QUALIPREV, which
can be used in Excel. It is meant to evaluate the quality of crime prevention projects quickly and
easily, based on the presence of key criteria. It consists of a two-step scoring process, allowing
to take into account both the methodological quality of the evaluation and the actual
effectiveness of the prevention measure.

In the third part of this study the evaluation model was further improved by conducting a SPOC
survey of EUCPN members and by testing the model. The feedback of prevention experts was
asked on a first version of the QUALIPREV tool, specifically its user-friendliness,
comprehensibility and the presence and importance of the relevant evaluation criteria. The
feedback and comments we received were generally positive. Two main recurring comments
were that the evaluation model and tool needed to be as objective as possible (i.e. no different
evaluations by different evaluators) and that the criteria used and their definitions also needed
to be as clear as possible. A large majority of respondents found that QUALIPREV is user-friendly
and comprehensible and that the right criteria were included. When asking about the weight of
the different evaluation parts of QUALIPREV, each part was considered equally important, with
the exception of dissemination and publication of results, although even this part still received a
relatively high score. Survey respondents were also asked to rank their top five of evaluation
criteria. Summarising these results, the five criteria considered most important, were:
replicability, outcome indicators, link with theory, process indicators and whether or not the
objectives were reached. However, as was the case with the importance of the evaluation parts,
no criterion scored significantly higher than the others.

To evaluate the ability of QUALIPREV to score consistently and accurately, it was compared
against the scores of ECPA 2016. Although the same top two projects were ranked first and
second by both ECPA and QUALIPREV, there were also some notable differences between the
two rankings. This seems to be caused by on the one hand the fact that the projects were scored
on the ECPA entries which does not entirely included the same criteria and secondly the fact
that ECPA uses a jury system which places a lot of weight on innovativeness, a criterion that was
excluded from QUALIPREV because of its subjectivity. Nevertheless, the QUALIPREV scoring
appeared to be balanced, albeit a bit strict. As it is meant to be used as an advisory tool and a
standard for the evaluation process of crime prevention projects though, the strictness of
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QUALIPREV is by design. Based on the survey results, feedback and comments received and the
comparison with ECPA, the QUALIPREV tool was further improved.

Strengths and limitations
QUALIPREV is a quick and easy tool, meant to evaluate the quality of crime prevention projects
based on the presence of key criteria, as determined by the relevant scientific literature and by
a survey of practitioners in Europe. Its two-step scoring process allows to take into account both
the methodological quality of the evaluation and the actual effectiveness of the prevention
measure. It can equally be used as an advisory tool or standard to improve the evaluation
process of crime prevention projects or as template to plan the evaluation process. QUALIPREV
is also designed to be as objective as possible, by ensuring that the criteria used are
unambiguous. Additionally, it is also designed to be flexible, by allowing the weights to be
adjusted depending on the priorities set by the user of the tool.

Although it is felt that QUALIPREV is a useful tool for the identification of good practices, it also
has some limitations. Firstly, it needs to be stressed that it can only be used as an advisory tool
and cannot replace the actual evaluation process of a project or a systematic review or metaanalysis, which are the only techniques capable of definitively identifying best practices.
Secondly, one of the most important aims of the evaluation model and tool was to provide an as
objective and unambiguous way to evaluate crime prevention projects and identify good
practices. This meant however, that some important but subjective criteria such as
innovativeness and quality of sponsors were left out. Likewise, some criteria are evaluated on
their presence rather than their quality (e.g. context analysis). However, it was observed during
the testing of the model that projects of a better quality generally scored on more criteria
concurrently and therefore were indirectly rewarded for better quality with a higher score. A
possible solution to take more into account the quality of the criteria, is to combine QUALIPREV
with a jury evaluation by consensus. Using such a jury evaluation might also allow to include
more subjective criteria such as innovativeness.
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Further recommendations
As this study was limited in scope, some recommendations for further improvement of the
evaluation tool can be formulated, notably with regard to the indicators and the criteria used.
Although the principal indicators were identified through the systematic review, it is possible to
tweak and extend this list by conducting a wide-range survey of practitioners to identify
additional indicators they use, possibly not covered by the systematic review. Likewise, the
criteria used in the evaluation model were determined based on the literature and the
practitioner survey, but could certainly benefit from additional testing, especially a formal field
test, which could not be conducted within the scope of this study.

The QUALIPREV tool itself could also benefit from a more extensive field test with a larger
sample than ECPA (N=20) to further tweak the weights and the points attributed to the different
criteria. It should also be tested with multiple evaluators to test its inter-rater reliability, which is
a formal measure of agreement between different evaluators. Likewise, a comparison could be
made between QUALIPREV using one evaluator, QUALIPREV in combination with jury consensus
and the current standard tools for evaluating crime prevention projects and selecting good
practices.

To conclude, we suggest to develop a universal template, which can be filled out to collect the
necessary information about the prevention projects under evaluation, related to the specific
criteria used by QUALIPREV. This will ensure that complete and correct information is available
for an objective evaluation with the QUALIPREV-tool.
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Appendix 1: Systematic review protocol and flow
diagram
Review questions
What are the most important indicators, both general and specific, for the identification of best
practices in crime prevention?

Inclusion and exclusion criteria
The following criteria were used:
 needs to be a crime prevention intervention
See section 1.1 for the definition of crime prevention used here. It also needs to be a specific
intervention; i.e. general policy reviews are excluded.
 needs to be an evaluation study
This means that an evaluation took place or is planned, such that specific indicators can be
derived from the study.
 took place in one or more European countries
The review is not only restricted to EU member states, but also includes countries considered
part of Europe in the geographical sense (e.g. Switzerland, Norway, Ukraine).
 written in English, French or German
These are the main working languages within EU institutions.
Search strategy and keywords
The main academic database used is the Web of Science database, supplemented with a Google
Scholar search to identify potential studies not covered by the Web of Science database. To
identify grey literature studies, the European Crime Prevention Network (EUCPN), European
Monitoring Centre for Drug and Drugs addiction (EMCDDA) database and Open Grey (SIGLE)
databases were also consulted. The following keywords were used:
(crime OR criminal OR offend* OR recidiv* OR delinq* OR violen* OR "substance use" OR fraud)
AND prevent* AND evaluat*
Although French and German articles are also included, these keywords are only used in English.
This because the searched databases are English-language databases, which that although these
databases cover articles in multiple languages, these articles are (only) indexed based on English
keywords and/or translated English titles.
Data synthesis
Studies are registered and synthesised based on the following characteristics: author, year,
country, type of crime, study design, type of prevention, target group, process indicators and
outcome indicators. If the evaluation study took place in multiple EU countries, If the study took
place in one or more European countries and in non-European countries, only the respective
European countries are stated in the table. The indicated type of crime follows the classification
used in this study (see section 1.5). See appendix 2 for an overview of the included studies and
their main characteristics.
[Last update of the systematic review: May 2016]
60

Identification

Systematic review flow diagram11

Records identified through
database searching
(n = 5076)

Additional records identified
through other sources
(n = 17)

Screening

Records after duplicates removed
(n = 5073)

Eligibility

Records screened (title and abstract)
(n = 5073)

Included

Full-text articles assessed
for eligibility
(n = 503)

Studies included in qualitative
synthesis
(n = 122)

11

Adapted from Moher et al. 2009
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Records excluded
(n = 4570)

Full-text articles excluded
-Not in a European country
(n = 245)
-Not an evaluation
(n = 46)
-Not a crime prevention intervention
(n =81)
-Not in English, German or French
(n = 3)
-No full-text available
(n = 6)

Appendix 2: Overview and references of studies included in the systematic review (N=122)
Author

Year

Country

Crime

Design

Prevention

Allat

1984 UK

Alsaker &
Valkanover

2012 Switserland

Andreou et al.

property
crime
youth
crime

pre-post

situational

2007 Greece

Armitage

2000 UK

Armitage &
Monchuk

2011 UK

Armitage et al.

1999 UK

Arnezt & Arnetz

2000 Sweden

Baldry &
Farrington
Bässmann

2004 Italy

Beck & Willis

1999 UK

Bele

2014 Slovenia

Belfrage et al.

2004 Sweden

2011 Germany

Target
group
universal

Process
indicators
NA

quasisocial
experimental

universal

accessibility,
feasibility

youth
crime

quasisocial
experimental

universal

property
crime
property &
violent
crime
general
crime
violent
crime
youth
crime
property
crime
property
crime
fraud &
cybercrime
violent

quasisituational
experimental
quasisituational
experimental

universal

participation
rate,
implementation
costs

universal

NA

recorded crime, fear of crime,
displacement
recorded crime, victimisation

quasisituational
experimental
experimental social

universal

NA

recorded crime, displacement

selective

experimental social

universal

accessibility,
feasibility
retention rate

pre-post

situational

universal

implementation

crime reporting, awareness,
victimisation
reported offending,
victimisation
recorded crime, attempts

pre-post

situational

universal

costs

sales loss

quasisituational
experimental
quasisocial

universal

accessibility,
feasibility
indicated NA

Outcome indicators
recorded crime, attempts,
displacement, fear of crime
reported offending,
victimisation, attitudes &
skills, teacher assessment
reported offending,
victimisation, attitudes & skills

awareness
reported offending

Bennet

1987 UK

Bennet et al.

2008 UK

Bernard et al.

2008 France

Birindelli

2014 Italy

Blixt

2003 Sweden

Bonell et al.

2010 UK

Bonell et al.

2014 UK

Bowers et al.

crime
property &
violent
crime
general
crime
violent
crime
fraud &
cybercrime

experimental
quasisituational
experimental

universal

metaanalysis
NA

situational

universal

implementation,
participation
rate
NA

social

selective

implementation

NA

situational

universal

property &
violent
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
youth
crime

pre-post

situational

universal

implementation, NA
participation
rate,
accessibility,
feasibility
implementation recorded crime, displacement,
fear of crime

2003 UK

property
crime

quasisituational
experimental

Cann et al.

2005 UK

recidivism

Caria et al.

2011 EU

alcohol &
drug
related
crime

quasisocial
experimental
experimental social

quasisocial
experimental

universal

experimental social

universal
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accessibility,
feasibility

costs,
participation
rate,
accessibility
universal external
confounding,
costs
indicated participation
rate
universal NA

victimisation, fear of crime,
displacement, reporting rate,
social cohesion, clear-up rate
recorded crime
NA

substance use, skills &
attitudes

reported offending,
victimisation, mental health &
well-being
recorded crime, victimisation,
fear of crime, displacement
reconviction rate
reported offending,
victimisation, substance use

Case & Haines

2004 UK

Cerezo

2013 Spain

Cherney

2004 UK

Cierpka

2003 Germany

Curcio et al.

2013 Italy

Dickinson &
Bern
Ditton & Short

2005 UK

Dompierre et al.

2008 France

Eisner &
Ribeaud

2005 Switserland

Ekblom

1992 UK

Ekblom et al.

1996 UK

Emmers et al.

2015 EU

Ertesvag &
Vaaland
Espada et al.

2007 Norway

1999 UK

2011 Spain

youth
crime
general
crime
general
crime
youth
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
violent
crime
general
crime
violent
crime
youth
crime

pre-post

social

quasisocial
experimental
quasisocial
experimental

selective

violent
crime
property
crime

pre-post

situational

universal

quasisituational
experimental

universal

alcohol &
drug
related
crime
youth
crime
alcohol &

systematic
review

social

universal

quasisocial
experimental
experimental social

universal

NA

universal

retention rate

quasisituational
experimental
NA
situational
quasisocial
experimental
quasisocial
experimental

universal

NA

reported offending

universal

feasibility

recorded crime, fear of crime,
displacement
NA

indicated feasibility,
implementation
universal NA
universal

accessibility

implementation, NA
feasibility
NA
recorded crime, displacement,
clear-up rate
implementation fear of crime, victimisation,
awareness
participation of
attitudes & skills, parent
specific group
assessment, teacher
assessment
NA
recorded crime, attempts,
displacement
costs, external
recorded crime, victimisation,
confounding,
fear of crime, displacement
implementation
NA
substance use, attitudes &
skills, knowledge

qualitative

situational

universal

pre-post

situational

universal

universal
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attitudes & skills, parent
assessment
substance use

reported offending, teacher
assessment
substance use, intention to

drug
related
crime
Spain
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
EU
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
UK
property
crime
EU
youth
crime
UK
general
crime
UK
youth
crime
Netherlands youth
crime

Espada et al.

2015

Faggiano et al.

2008

Farrell et al.

2011

Farrington &
Ttofi
Farrington &
Welsh
Feinstein &
Sabates
Fekkes et al.

2009

Forrester

1988 UK

Gollwitzer et al.

2006 Austria

Guerette &
Bowers
Hague & Bridge

2009 UK

Haines & Case

2005 UK

2002
2005
2006

2008 UK

use, attitudes & skills

metaanalysis

social

universal

NA

substance use, attitudes &
skills, knowledge

pre-post

social

universal

NA

substance use

pre-post

situational

universal

NA

victimisation, attempts

systematic
review
metaanalysis
pre-post

social

universal

NA

situational

universal

NA

reported offending,
victimisation
recorded crime

social

universal

experimental social

universal

external
confounding
NA

property
crime
youth
crime

quasisituational
experimental
quasisocial
experimental

universal

implementation

universal

general
crime
violent
crime
youth
crime

metaanalysis
pre-post

situational

universal

implementation, reported offending,
accessibility
victimisation, teacher
assessment, attitudes & skills
NA
displacement

social

selective

pre-post

social

selective
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accessibility,
feasibility
NA

conviction rate
reported offending,
victimisation, mental health &
well-being
recorded crime

recorded crime, victimisation
reported offending, exposure
to risk factors

Hansen et al.

2011 Germany

Haywood et al.

2009 UK

Helmer et al.

2016 Germany

Honess &
Maguire
Humphreys &
Eisner
Hüsler et al.

1993 UK
UK
2010 UK

Jungaberle &
Nagy

2015 Germany

Kärnä et al.

2011 Finland

Kimber &
Sandell

2009 Sweden

Knutsson

1984 Sweden

2005 Switzerland

alcohol &
drug
related
crime
property
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
property
crime
violent
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
youth
crime

experimental social

universal

quasisituational
experimental
experimental social

universal

participation
rate, retention
rate,
accessibility
NA

selective

NA

quasisituational
experimental
NA
situational

universal

recorded crime, victimisation

universal

feasibility,
implementation
implementation

quasisocial
experimental

selective

NA

substance use, mental health
& well-being

experimental social

universal

NA

substance use, intention to
use, attitudes & skills

experimental scoial

universal

NA

alcohol &
drug
related
crime
property
crime

quasisocial
experimental

universal

retention rate

reported offending,
victimisation, attitudes &
skills, mental health & wellbeing
substance use

quasisituational
experimental

universal

participation
rate,
implementation
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substance use, attitudes &
skills

recorded crime, victimisation,
displacement
substance use, attitudes &
skills

NA

recorded crime, displacement,
clear-up rate

Knutsson &
Kuhlhorn
Koehler et al.

1992 Sweden

Laycock

1992 UK

Little et al.

2004 UK

Little et al.

2004 UK

Lösel

2013 Germany

MacIntyre &
Carr
Malmberg et al.

1999 Ireland

Marselle et al.
Mason & Prior
Matthews
Mayhem et al.
McGrath et al.

McKeown &
Brosnan

fraud &
cybercrime
youth
crime
property
crime
recidivism

pre-post

youth
crime
youth
crime

experimental social

participation
rate
universal participation
rate,
implementation
indicated NA

experimental social

universal

retention rate

violent
crime
2014 Netherlands alcohol &
drug
related
crime
2012 UK
violent
crime
2008 UK
youth
crime
1992 UK
violent
crime
1992 UK
property
crime
2013 Finland
youth
crime

quasisocial
experimental
experimental social

universal

NA

universal

NA

reconviction rate, recorded
incidents
reported offending, teacher
assessment, parent
assessment
skills & attitudes, awareness
& knowledge
substance use

pre-post

situational

universal

feasibility

recorded crime, fear of crime

NA

social

universal

NA

pre-post

situational

universal

feasibility,
accessibility
NA

pre-post

situational

universal

NA

experimental social

selective

implementation

1998 Ireland

quasisituational
experimental

universal

2013 EU

general
crime

situational

universal

NA

recorded crime, displacement

metasocial
analysis
quasisituational
experimental
experimental social

universal

NA

reported offending
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universal

recorded crime
reconviction rate, arrest rate

recorded crime, fear of crime,
displacement
recorded crime, displacement

reported offending, parent
assessment, teacher
assessment
costs,
recorded crime, fear of crime,
implementation, displacement, awareness

Medina et al.

2010 UK

youth
crime

NA

social

universal

Menesini et al.

2003 Italy
2007 Czech
Republic

quasisocial
experimental
quasisocial
experimental

universal

Miovsky et al.

universal

NA

Mitchell &
Palmer
Morgenstern et
al.

2004 UK

youth
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
recidivism

feasibility
participation
rate,
accessibility,
implementation
NA

quasisocial
experimental
experimental social

universal

NA

reconviction rate

universal

retention rate

substance use, attitudes &
skills

Newton et al.

2004 UK

quasisituational
experimental

universal

feasibility

recorded crime, reporting,
arrests

Newton et al.

2014 UK

NA

social

universal

accessibility

Ogden & Hagen

2006 Norway

experimental social

universal

retention rate

Ogden & Hagen

2007 Norway

youth
crime

experimental social

universal

participant
satisfaction,
retention rate

Olweus

2005 Norway

youth

quasi-

universal

accessibility

2009 Germany

alcohol &
drug
related
crime
property &
violent
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
youth
crime

social
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NA

reported offending, attitudes
& skills
substance use, attitudes &
skills

reported offending, teacher
assessment, parent
assessment, mental health &
well-being
reported offending, attitudes
& skills, teacher assessment,
parent assessment, mental
health & well-being
reported offending,

crime

experimental

Olweus &
Limber

2010 Norway

youth
crime

NA

Painter &
Farrington

1997 UK

quasisituational
experimental

universal

Painter &
Farrington
Pease

1999 UK

quasisituational
experimental
pre-post
situational

universal

costs

universal

NA

recorded crime, fear of crime,
victimisation, displacement
recorded crime

Phillips

1999 UK

universal

NA

recorded crime, fear of crime

2007 Finland

systematic
review
NA

situational

Pirskanen et al.

social

universal

implementation, NA
feasability,
accessibility

Poyner & Webb

1997 UK

pre-post

situational

universal

NA

recorded crime, displacement

Poyner [a]

1992 UK

NA

recorded crime

1992 UK

quasisituational
experimental
pre-post
situational

universal

Poyner [b]

universal

NA

recorded crime, displacement

Poyner [c]

1992 UK

pre-post

situational

universal

Reid &
Andresen
Rican et al.

2014 UK

property &
violent
crime
general
crime
property
crime
general
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
property
crime
property
crime
property
crime
property &
violent
crime
property
crime
youth
crime
youth
crime

quasisituational
experimental
quasiscoial
experimental
pre-post
social

universal

NA

recorded crime, victimisation

universal

NA

Rose et al.

1992 UK

1996 Czech
Republic
2009 UK

social

universal

victimisation, mental health &
well-being
implementation, NA
participation
rate
NA
recorded crime, fear of crime,
victimisation, displacement
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universal

reported offending,
victimisation
implementation, attitudes & skills, mental
participation
health & well-being

Rubin et al.

2006 EU

Salmivalli et al.

2005 Finland

Sarno et al.

1999 UK

Shapland et al.

2008 UK

Sidebottom et
al.
Sivarajasingam
& Sheperd
Skärstrand et al.

2009 UK

Smith

1997 UK

Spiel et al.

2012 Austria

Sprober et al.

2006 Germany

St JamesRoberts et al.

2005 UK

Stevens et al.

2000 Belgium

SturgeonAdams et al.

2005 UK

1999 UK
2013 Sweden

general
crime
youth
crime
property &
violent
crime
recidivism
property
crime
violent
crime
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
youth
crime
youth
crime
youth
crime
youth
crime

youth
crime
property
crime

systematic
social
review
quasisocial
experimental
quasisituational
experimental

universal

rate, feasibility,
accessibility
costs

universal

accessibility

universal

feasibility,
implementation

reported offending,
victimisation, attitudes & skills
recorded crime, displacement,
fear of crime

quasisocial
experimental
NA
situational

universal

costs

reconviction rate

universal

implementation

NA

pre-post

universal

NA

recorded crime, victimisation

experimental social

universal

NA

substance use, reported
offending

quasisocial
experimental
NA
social

universal

accessibility,
reported offending,
implementation, victimisation, attitudes & skills
feasibility
NA

experimental social

universal

quasisocial
experimental

universal

experimental social

universal

pre-post

universal

situational

universal

situational
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participation of
specific group
costs,
participation
rate,
implementation
NA
costs,
implementation

reported offending

reported offending,
victimisation, attitudes & skills
reported offending, attitudes
& skills

reported offending,
victimisation, attitudes & skills
recorded crime, displacement,
victimisation

Sundell

2008 Sweden

Thompson et al.

2012 EU

Tilley

Tollenaar et al.
Ttofi &
Farrington
Ttofi &
Farrington
van Andel
Velasco et al.

Warburton &
Shepherd
Webb
Welsh &
Farrington
Welsh &
Farrington
Whitzman
Williams et al.

youth
crime

property
crime
1993 UK
property &
violent
crime
2014 Netherlands general
crime
2009 UK
youth
crime
2011 EU
youth
crime
1992 Netherlands property
crime
2015 Italy
alcohol &
drug
related
crime
2004 UK
violent
crime
1994 EU
property
crime
2002 EU
property &
violent
crime
2009 UK
general
crime
2009 UK
violent
crime
2014 UK
violent

experimental social

universal

implementation

systematic
review
pre-post

situational

universal

NA

reported offending, mental
health & well-being,
substance use, attitudes &
skills
recorded crime

situational

universal

NA

recorded crime, attempts

quasiexperimental
metaanalysis
metaanalysis
quasiexperimental
NA

social

indicated NA

social

universal

NA

social

universal

NA

situational

universal

costs, feasibility

social

universal

implementation, NA
feasibility,
accessibility

pre-post

situational

universal

implementation

recorded crime, fear of crime

pre-post

situational

universal

NA

recorded crime, displacement

metaanalysis

situational

universal

NA

recorded crime

metaanalysis
NA

situational

universal

NA

recorded crime

situational

universal

feasibility

NA

quasi-

social

selective

NA

recorded crime
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reconviction rate, recorded
crime
reported offending,
victimisation
reported offending,
victimisation
recorded crime

crime

experimental
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Appendix 4: QUALIPREV short manual
QUALIPREV: a crime prevention evaluation model: short manual
The European Crime Prevention Network (EUCPN) offers a unique forum to exchange existing best
practices in crime prevention between EU members and distribute those practices to local, national
and European policy makers. Although a large volume of crime prevention practices is shared daily, a
means to evaluate those practices and identify best practices is currently still lacking.
The QUALIPREV-tool is meant to evaluate the quality of crime prevention projects quickly and easily,
based on the presence of key criteria. It is aimed at evaluators wanting to evaluate the (potential) of
their own projects or external evaluators wanting to select promising practices.
The model consists of the following parts:
Step I: scoring of the project
1) problem statement and theoretical background:
an analysis of the crime problem the prevention project wishes to target and the
theoretical justification for the methods and approach used
2) evaluability assessment:
ensuring that the project can be evaluated properly and reliably by setting up data
registration and collecting information on the project
3) process evaluation:
an evaluation of the implementation and development of the project
4) outcome evaluation:
an evaluation of the short-term and long-term effects of the programme
5) dissemination and publication of results:
distribution of the results of the project to a wide audience (prevention workers,
policy makers, academics, general public)
Step II: identification of good practices (only for projects with evaluation)
Effectiveness assessment:
a quality label is assigned to accompany the score from step 1 based on the main
findings from the evaluation.
The final score and label for a project can be calculated automatically by filling out the Excel score
form. This score form can also be printed and filled out manually.
A two-step evaluation model
Step I: scoring of the project
To aid in the comparison of different projects, each project can be scored according to relevant
criteria within each part. These criteria have been determined based on current theoretical
guidelines for evaluation crime prevention projects. See appendix I in this manual for more
information about the different criteria and their definitions. More background information on how
these criteria were determined and relevant references can also be found in the research report.
The scoring is done according to the following main principles:


Points are awarded according to the presence of certain criteria
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For example, if the project contains a context analysis (assessment of the crime problem the project
tries to address)
 If a criterion is only partially fulfilled, half the corresponding points are awarded
For example, if only a summary of the project results is published online instead of a full report, the
criterion of online publication is partially fulfilled.
 Key criteria are scored higher
For example, a link with theory is considered a key criteria and thus its fulfilment receives more
points than e.g. the criterion of innovativeness.
 Projects are only scored based on the parts which are present
For example, a project that has not (yet) been evaluated is only scored on the first two parts
(problem statement & theoretical background and evaluability assessment).
To determine the final score, the scores of the different parts are added and weighted according to
the scheme in table 1.
Projects without evaluation

Item score

Problem statement & theoretical background
Evaluability assessment (part 1)
Process/outcome evaluation
Dissemination & publication of results
Total score

10 points
5 points
N/A
N/A

Weights

Weighted
score
x4
40 points
x2
10 points
N/A
N/A
/50 points

Projects with evaluation (either process or outcome)
Problem statement & theoretical background
Evaluability assessment
Process or outcome evaluation
Dissemination & publication of results
Total score

10 points
10 points
5 points
5 points

x2
x 0,5
x4
x1

20 points
5 points
20 points
5 points
/50 points

Projects with evaluation (both process and outcome)
Problem statement & theoretical background
Evaluability assessment
Process and outcome evaluation
Dissemination & publication of results
Total score

10 points
10 points
10 points
5 points

x2
x 0,5
x2
x1

20 points
5 points
20 points
5 points
/50 points

Table 18: Scoring weights

The final score reflects the methodological quality of the crime prevention project and its evaluation
(if conducted). It is also represented as a percentage:
90%+: excellent
75-89%: very good
60-74%: good
50-59%: average
30-49%: below average
0-29%: poor
Step II: identification of good practices
This step is only conducted if a process, outcome or both types of evaluation have been conducted,
otherwise this step should be skipped. In step I a score was determined based on the methodological
merit of the evaluation process. It is however necessary to take into account the effectiveness of the
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prevention measure when ranking the different projects under evaluation. In that case, the score
form also provides a colour-coded label to accompany the score (see table 2). This label depends on
the main conclusions of the evaluation(s):
-positive (+): positive process/outcome effects have been found
-negative (-): no or unwanted process/outcome effects have been found
-inconclusive (?): the results are mixed or unclear either way
The results of cost-benefit analysis should be considered part of the outcome evaluation.
Note that no effect (e.g. no increase but also no decrease of crime rate) is considered a negative
effect, as it is an undesired outcome. If the score form is filled out electronically, this label is
determined automatically based on the answers under ‘Effectiveness assessment’. If the score form
is filled out manually, consult table 2 for determining the correct label.

Only process or outcome

Both process and outcome

Effective
Promising
Likely not
effective



Process/Outcome (+)



Process/Outcome (-)

Not effective
Inconclusive



Process/Outcome (?)

Table 19: Effectiveness labels
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Process (+) Outcome (+)








Process (+) Outcome (?)
Process (?) Outcome (+)
Process (-) Outcome (?)
Process (?) Outcome (-)
Process (-) Outcome (+)
Process (+) Outcome (-)



Process (-) Outcome (-)



Process (?) Outcome (?)

Short manual annex I: QUALIPREV criteria

Problem statement & theoretical background
Context analysis

Statement of specific objectives

Link with theory and empirical research

Crime prevention mechanisms identified

Evaluability assessment
Systematic data registration

Replicability

Independent evaluation

Is there a discussion of the crime problem the
project wishes to address?
-yes: a context analysis is present
-no: a context analysis is not present
Are the objectives stated concretely enough
such that they can be evaluated unequivocally?
-yes: the objectives are specific
-no: the objectives are not specific
Does the project provide a theoretical
justification for the chosen prevention
approach? Is there a link with previous
empirical research?
-yes: theoretical and empirical justification is
given
-partially: either theoretical or empirical
justification is given
-no: neither theoretical nor empirical
justification is given
A crime prevention mechanism explains how a
certain measure works to reduce or prevent
crime.
-two or more: two or more crime prevention
mechanisms are identified
-one: only one crime prevention mechanism is
identified
-none: no crime prevention mechanisms are
identified
Is data collected in a methodical way?
-yes: all data are collected methodically
-partially: data are only partially collected
methodically
-no: the data are not collected methodically at
all
Is enough information available to replicate the
project in another context (e.g. another
country)?
-yes: the project can be fully replicated
-partially: part of the project can be replicated
-no: the project cannot be replicated
Is the evaluation conducted by an independent
third party?
-yes: the evaluation is conducted by an
independent third party
-no: the evaluation is not conducted by an
independent third party
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Continuous evaluation

Process evaluation
Relevant process indicators discussed

Involvement of external stakeholders

Involvement of target group or local community

Outcome evaluation
Relevant outcome indicators discussed

Control group

Randomisation or matched pairs

Is the evaluation also conducted in some form
during (instead of only afterwards) the
prevention project?
-yes: the project is also evaluated during its
course
-no: the project is only evaluated afterwards
Are relevant process indicators discussed? The
process evaluation indicators table (see
appendix II) can be consulted to aid in
determining relevant process indicators.
-three or more: two or more relevant process
indicators are discussed
-one or two: only one or two relevant process
indicators are discussed
-none: no relevant process indicators are
discussed
Are external stakeholders involved in the
process evaluation?
-yes: external stakeholders are involved in the
evaluation
-no: no external stakeholders are involved in
the evaluation
Is the target group of the prevention or the
local community involved?
-yes: the target group or local community is
involved in the evaluation
-no: neither the target group nor the local
community is involved in the evaluation
Are relevant outcome indicators discussed? The
outcome evaluation indicators table (see
appendix II) can be consulted to aid in
determining relevant outcome indicators.
-three or more: three or more relevant
outcome indicators are discussed
-one: only one or two relevant outcome
indicators are discussed
-none: no relevant outcome indicators are
discussed
Is a control group used to compare the results
of the treatment group against?
-yes: a control group is used
-no: no control group is used
Is randomisation used to determine which units
undergo the preventative measure and which
units are the controls? Or, alternatively, is each
unit in the preventative measure group is
matched to a similar unit in the control group?
-yes: randomisation or a matched pairs
approach is used
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Cost-benefit analysis

Dissemination and publication of results
Online available report

Academic publication

Report in English

-no: neither randomisation nor a matched pairs
approach is used
Has a cost-benefit analysis been conducted?
-yes: a cost-benefit analysis has been conducted
-no: a cost-benefit analysis has not been
conducted
Is a report of the results freely available (e.g.
project website or EUCPN database)?
-yes: a full report of the results is available
online
-partially: only a summary of the results is
available online
-no: neither report nor summary is available
online
Are the results published academically?
-yes: the results are published academically
-no: the results are not published academically
Is the report of the results available in English?
-yes: the full report is available in English
-partially: only a summary is available in English
-no: neither report nor summary is available in
English
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Short manual annex II: Indicator tables

Process evaluation indicators






Costs associated with implementation of preventative measures
Correct implementation of preventative measures
Accessibility
Feasibility
Participation rate
o General participation rate
o Participation of specific groups
 Retention rate
 External confounding factors
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Outcome evaluation indicators

Situational prevention indicators

Social prevention indicators

 Recorded crime
 Victimisation
 Fear/perception of crime

 Self-reported offending
 Victimisation
 Change in attitudes towards offending
behaviour
 Increased social skills

 Displacement
Universal prevention
indicators
 Recorded crime
 Reported offending
 Victimisation
 Community
fear/perception of crime

Selective prevention
Indicated prevention
indicators
indicators
 Recorded crime within risk  Reported re-offending
group
 Self-reported offending
 Reconviction rate
within risk group
 Victimisation within risk
group
 Fear/perception of crime














Alcohol & drug related crime prevention
indicators
Youth crime prevention indicators

Property crime prevention indicators
Violent crime prevention indicators
Fraud & cybercrime prevention indicators
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Substance use
Attitudes towards substance use
Teacher/parent assessment
Mental health & well-being
School attendance
Attempts
Clear-up rate
Financial loss
Attempts
Increased reporting
Awareness of preventative measures
Increased detection

Appendix 5: SPOC survey questions
1. The evaluation flow chart is easy to use.

strongly disagree – disagree – neither disagree or agree – agree – strongly agree

2. The evaluation flow chart and manual are clear and easy to understand.

strongly disagree – disagree – neither disagree or agree – agree – strongly agree

3. The evaluation model is useful to evaluate crime prevention projects

strongly disagree – disagree – neither disagree or agree – agree – strongly agree

4. Are any (key) criteria missing from the evaluation model? If so, which?

5. Which criteria do you find most important when evaluating crime prevention projects?

6. Do you have any additional suggestions/comments?
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