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Abstract: This paper explores Oscar Newman’s Defensible Space (1972) concept of geographical
juxtaposition (GJ) highlighting a significant lack of research within the criminological literature
over the last 50 years. We argue the concept is a key foundation in understanding crime and crime
prevention theories and in developing crime prevention strategies. Findings from a systematic review
of the literature are presented to illustrate the paucity of research into geographical juxtaposition.
We develop and extend the concept of geographical juxtaposition beyond that originally coined
by Newman to include all immediate, local, distant, and remote environmental (physical) factors.
Additionally, we demonstrate, by reference to practical criminological situations, the significant and
extensive role of our revised concept of geographical juxtaposition. In particular, we point to the way
that focusing on geographical juxtaposition identifies serious problems in many taken-for-granted
assumptions in planning theory and practice. In exploring the concept of geographical juxtaposition,
we highlight ten ways it can affect crime risks and six ways using geographical juxtaposition can benefit
efforts to apply crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) more successfully when
conducting a crime risk assessment. Finally, this paper briefly discusses four new CPTED principles,
which emerge from our exploration of geographical juxtaposition. We identify new classes of CPTED
methods and new ways of analyzing crime and offer the basis for new criminological theories.

Keywords: Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED); geographical juxtaposition;
new ideas; new directions

1. Introduction

Manipulating the design, management, and use of the built and natural environment to manage
risks (including crime) is not new. Indeed, a statute from the King of England in 1285 stated; “It is
likewise commanded that the highways from market towns to other market towns be widened where there are
woods or hedges or ditches, so that there be no ditch, underwood or bushes where one could hide with evil intent
within two hundred feet of the road on one side or the other side . . . And if perchance there is a park near the
highway, it will behove the lord of the park to reduce his park until there is a verge two hundred foot wide at the
side of the highway, as aforesaid, or to make a wall, ditch or hedge that malefactors cannot get over or get back
over to do evil” (Anderson et al. 2013, p. 701). This statute suggests authorities were clearly aware of the
potential influence on local crime risks, of land uses in the surrounding environment.

Crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) is increasingly popular throughout
the world (Cozens 2016; Armitage and Ekblom 2019). Jeffery (1971) originally coined the phrase but
acknowledged CPTED is based on Oscar Newman’s Defensible Space (1972) ideas, rather than his own
(Jeffery 1999). CPTED is subject to continuous refinement and review (Cozens et al. 2005; Ekblom 2011;
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Armitage 2014; Cozens and Love 2015; Cozens 2014, 2016; Armitage and Ekblom 2019) and is Fan
evolving theory and practice, located within the broader school of environmental criminology.

This paper focuses on the serious lack of attention to the concept of geographical juxtaposition
(GJ); the fourth concept identified by Newman, in his book, Defensible Space: People and Design in
the Violent City (1972). For Newman (1972), GJ is the surrounding proximal environment of a crime
location. For Newman, GJ was limited solely to adjacent or proximal land uses in the immediate area.
The authors, however, point to the value of the concept of GJ for understanding a much wider range of
crime issues stemming from influences at a variety of levels of remoteness from the crime location.
For example, at the local level, the presence of a high school influences crime risks at a local corner shop,
while at a more distant scale, illegal drug production in rural areas influences the urban drug supply.

It is useful at this point to consider the First Law of Geography (Tobler 1970, p. 236) that
“everything is related to everything else, but near things are more related than distant things” and
the Second Law that a “phenomenon external to an area of interest affects what goes on inside”
(Tobler 1999, p. 87). Supporting this Groff and McCord (2011) and others have found that locations
closer to a crime generating facility will be impacted to a great degree than those farther away.
Recently, in criminology and other fields, there has been more attention to this geographical aspect
(e.g., Sui 2004, p. 269; Bottoms 2014, p. 1943). We suggest the situation in criminology and CPTED is
more complex than this simple vector weighted approach and this is the basis for the new developments
we propose in what follows.

First, however, the authors draw attention to the lack of literature and research on GJ and provide
evidence of this via a systematic review of the CPTED literature. Given this shortcoming, we re-inspect
and revisit the concept of GJ. The review of the literature and criminological theories and evidence
leads us to develop and refine Newman’s original concept and propose three new categories of GJ
and strands of CPTED theory and research in relation to GJ. We explore its importance and relevance
to CPTED and environmental criminology for the 21st Century. Armitage (2018) has argued CPTED
needs to continue to evolve. This paper seeks to contribute towards this evolution. The outcome of
such analysis, however, shakes some of the foundations of CPTED itself.

2. Geographical Juxtaposition in CPTED and Planning

In addition to the criminal justice system, Morgan and Homel (2013) identify two further
approaches to crime prevention, the social (human) and the environmental (physical). The social
approach is focused on the social and economic causes of crime and on minimizing the supply of
offenders. The environmental approach modifies the physical environment to reduce opportunities for
crime and includes situational crime prevention and CPTED. Ekblom (1997) Conjunction of Criminal
Opportunities (CCO) helps conceptualize offender and situational perspectives and highlights the
importance of “remote” causes and “immediate” precursors of crime. We can locate situational crime
prevention (SCP) (Clarke 1997), as referring to those factors acting AT the scene of the crime. In contrast,
GJ by its definition, compromises factors that originate OUTSIDE the immediate crime location.

At this point, before proceeding further, we would like to draw attention to what we identify
as a significant, and often overlooked, contradiction in Newman’s writing in which, structurally,
he erroneously regards GJ as a part of his defensible space concept. In general, Newman (1972) defined
defensible space concepts as being situational considerations immediately located (i.e., without anything
in between) AT the crime location. The factors he referred to in the original concept of GJ are instead
located at some distance OUTSIDE the immediate crime location. This can be seen, for example in
the way that Newman (1972, p. 50) highlighted “the influence of geographical juxtaposition with
‘safe zones’ on the security of adjacent areas: mechanisms of geographical juxtaposition—the effect of
location of a residential environment within a particular urban setting or adjacent to a ‘safe’ or ‘unsafe’
activity area”.

Essentially, Newman’s description of his concept of GJ was limited in special terms to the factors
influencing crime from areas OUTSIDE the crime locations but PROXIMAL to it. Therefore, as the first
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contribution of this paper, we draw attention to the above contradiction in Newman’s writing on GJ.
We refer hereafter to this amended version of Newman’s ideas as Proximal GJ.

We ourselves identify and define three additional forms of geographical juxtaposition, which
we refer to, following systems analysis conventions, as Micro GJ, Meso GJ, and Macro GJ. We locate
Newman’s Proximal GJ as the most proximal aspect of the Meso GJ category as shown in in Table 1.

Table 1. Four Categories of Geographical Juxtaposition.

Geographical
Juxtaposition (GJ) Location Comments

Micro GJ GJ factors acting AT the crime
location.

For example, situation crime prevention measures. For
brevity we describe this in detail elsewhere.

Proximal GJ
GJ factors acting from locations
proximal or contiguous to the
crime location.

Newman’s proximal geographical juxtaposition concept
from now on corrected in its relationship to defensible
space. For example; an alcohol serving premises located
near a residence that would potentially attract or
generate crime locally.

Meso GJ

GJ crime factors originating in
areas from proximal to the crime
location to physically most distant
to the crime location.

Effects ranging from the above alcohol serving premises,
to distant factors such as a nightclub area in a city that is
on a direct railway connection to a station in a residential
suburb could influence crime in that residential suburb.

Macro GJ

GJ factors act as remote influences
on crime regardless of the location
of their origin in terms of physical
distance from the crime location.

For brevity we describe this in detail elsewhere.

The crime prevention literature can be mapped onto four quadrants of a diagram (see Figure 1)
along axes from “immediate” to “remote” and between social (human) and environmental (physical).
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Figure 1. Geographical juxtaposition and the crime prevention literature.

There is extensive crime prevention literature in all quadrants in Figure 1, except the shaded,
top-right quadrant. This is the area in which there is a lack of theory and literature about how local,
distant and remote factors in the physical realm influence crime and CPTED undertaken at specific
sites beyond the immediate and situational.
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The concepts and criminological considerations of GJ primarily occupy the top-right shaded
quadrant of Figure 1. This quadrant has not received much attention in the CPTED literature. This lack
of attention includes both Newman’s proximal geographical juxtaposition concept and the new areas
of geographical juxtaposition that we define in terms of new micro, meso, and macro geographical
juxtaposition categories.

The literature on the proximal and meso environmental factors in theorizing about crime and crime
prevention and devising crime prevention strategies are limited and primarily include the effects of
land use on crime. However, this research is not well known outside of environmental criminology.
It is certainly not familiar to planners, urban designers, or architects. Crucially, their understanding of
CPTED is dominated and limited by the erroneous assumption that busy places are always safe, due to
the increased potential for what Jacobs (1961) called “eyes on the street”. This problem is even more
significant, given the international policy support for high-density, mixed-used developments in the
USA, the UK and in Australia (American Planning Association 2007; DETR 1998; Commonwealth of
Australia 1995). Indeed, the potential for planning to exacerbate crime as an unintended consequence
has been discussed elsewhere (e.g., see Cozens 2015a, 2015b).

Jacobs (1961) work influenced Newman. She was aware of the wider influences on crime.
For example, she suggested an important question about any street is “How much easy opportunity
does it offer to crime?” (Jacobs 1961, p. 33) and commented “bars, and indeed all commerce, have a
bad name in many city districts precisely because they do draw strangers, and the strangers do not
work out as an asset at all” (Jacobs 1961, p. 41). However, she did not explicitly refer to GJ.

It is suggested that if certain types of land use are associated with certain types of crime, then other
land uses may also be affected. Furthermore, this geographic/spatial influence may also affect the
potential effectiveness of existing 1st Generation CPTED elements of territoriality, surveillance, image
management, access control, activity support, and target hardening.

We suggest that considering the wider construct of GJ in the way that is presented here leads to:

• Identifying new ways external factors influence crime at a location.
• New theories about geographical/spacial influence on crime.
• A reviewed and refined understanding of the functioning of traditional CPTED approaches.
• A challenge to several planning archetypes and their role in crime prevention.
• Improved links between urban planning, CPTED, and environmental criminology.

3. Systematic Review of Literature Including the Concept of Geographical Juxtaposition

It has long been argued that GJ has been ignored within the CPTED field (e.g., Cozens et al.
1999; Cozens 2014, 2016; Cozens and Linde 2015; Cozens and Love 2017). As part of the research
leading to this paper, a systematic review was recently undertaken to test the claim that GJ has
not received widespread attention and to identify any research, which may (or may not) have been
conducted recently.

A search of the literature of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED), Design
Out Crime, or Secured by Design was carried out on 423 scientific journal articles, scholarly books,
conferences papers, government reports, dissertations, implementation manuals, interview transcripts,
and parliamentary reports published between 1968 and 2019. Databases used included A+ education
(informit), ABI/Inform Collection (ProQuest), BioMed, BUILD CINCH, Emerald, Google Scholar,
JSTOR, ProQuest, SAGE, Taylor and Francis, Web of Science, CSIRO.

The search terms used to identify literature referring to environmental/physical criminogenic
factors were “geographical juxtaposition”, “land use”, “crime attractors” and “crime generators”.
These terms were chosen based on the authors’ extensive experience as reviewers of the CPTED
literature (e.g., Cozens et al. 2005; Cozens 2011, 2016; Cozens and Love 2015). This approach follows
Sampaio and Mancini (2007) and produces a summary of the evidence in relation to a specific topic via
an explicit and systematic search procedure (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Search Terms for the Literature Review.

Terminology Occurrence

Geographical juxtaposition 14 items (3.31% of all literature reviewed)

Crime attractors/generators 39 items (9.21% of all literature reviewed)

Defensible Space 127 items (30% of all literature reviewed)

This review also categorized each publication according to the level of discussion, as either
“terminology briefly mentioned”, “moderate discussion of concept” or “extensive, in-depth discussion”.

Mentioned in only 3.31% of the reviewed literature (14 publications), the limited reference to
GJ indicates the paucity of focus on the wider environmental (physical) factors influencing crime
beyond the immediate scale. Significantly, most of this (57%, n = 8) is linked to the work of Cozens
and colleagues. The other six publications only briefly mention GJ. In contrast, a search on the term
“defensible space”, a concept of immediate (proximal/adjacent) crime prevention, occurred in over 30%
of the literature.

This, together with the lack of CPTED principles and methods addressing the local, distant and
remote scales of the environmental/physical approaches to crime prevention indicates that the shaded
sector (see Figure 1) has been overlooked.

We suggest this lack of attention has many adverse implications. Furthermore, we suggest that
when considered with a similar level of attention to that given to the other three sectors, the evidence
relating to this area challenges many taken-for-granted assumptions of CPTED including those
associated with urban consolidation, mixed-use developments, permeable streets, and New Urbanism.

Newman was acutely aware his ideas about crime risks from geographically juxtaposed land
uses may not be well received. He stated “ . . . of all the defensible space mechanisms recommended,
these last two; the design of the image of the residential environment and its juxtaposition with other
activities in the urban setting, will prove most offensive to architects and planners” (Newman 1972,
p. 115). We wonder whether this partially explains the significant lack of research into the concept
since 1972.

4. Literature on Geographic Juxtaposition Since 1968

Given the small number of studies (3%, n = 14), which have made reference to GJ, it is necessary to
review some of the literature on crime and proximal/meso environmental factors—essentially, research
on the effects of land use on crime.

In a paper on risky facilities, Bowers (2014, p. 390) commented “that land use and crime are
inextricably linked is both intuitively plausible and well-evidenced”. Interestingly, Anderson et al.
(2013, p. 707) noted in the USA, before Jane Jacobs, and as early as the 1920s “proponents believed that
commercial activity facilitated crime and should take place outside residential areas.”

In 1999 (p. 2), Jeffery stated that CPTED ideas can be applied—but need to be carried out
“within the framework of total urban planning”. He continued “It does little good to target harden a
convenience store located in a major urban area, while ignoring the development of a major highway a
block away, or a large low-cost housing development several blocks from the store (Jeffery 1999, p. 2)”.
Clearly, Jeffery recognized the importance of GJ to CPTED.

The concept of GJ was brief discussed (Cozens et al. 1999, p. 256) in a paper exploring new-build
housing and crime, which stated “Newman’s final element concerns enhancing safety by locating
the development in ‘functionally sympathetic’ areas, therefore making geographical juxtaposition an
important, if currently vaguely conceptualized, design issue”. The paper argued that the concept of
GJ has important implications for new housing developments, particularly in relation to proximal
land uses and the potential displacement of crime. This formed the basis for a new integrated
model of defensible space developed by Cozens et al. (2001) that includes geographical juxtaposition
(see Figure 2). This was based on and extends Moffat’s earlier model in the same style (Moffat 1982).
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In a review of the literature on the evidence for CPTED, the model (see Figure 3) was refined to
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In a review and critique of assumptions about land use and crime (Cozens and Hillier 2012),
the importance and relevance of GJ was restated as needing consideration; however, the topic was not
discussed in any detail.

A later iteration of the above model of CPTED concepts has GJ clearly located outside the other
concepts in perhaps the first detailed discussion of geographical juxtaposition (see Figure 4). Links
with environmental criminology, crime generators, attractors and detractors are made, and the topic is
identified as a future issue for development (Cozens 2014, 2016). The model was based on an earlier
analysis of the link between Newman’s concept of geographical juxtaposition and the environmental
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criminology land use and crime concepts of crime attractors, crime generators and crime detractors
(Cozens 2011).
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Since 2014, subsequent publications (e.g., Cozens and Linde 2015; Cozens 2016; Cozens and
Love 2017) have continued to highlight the lack of attention to GJ and further explored the potential
importance of this concept including “CPTED surveys need to include some kind of measurement of
geographically juxtaposed land uses” (Cozens and Linde 2015, p. 86). Indeed, GJ is already being
used as an additional set of criteria for conducting CPTED street audits (Cozens and Babb 2018).
It has also been observed that some of the ideas within GJ appear to have been incorporated into the
concept of activity support—although the details have not been discussed (Cozens and Love 2015).
The theoretical links between GJ and Crime Pattern Theory (CPT) and Routine Activity Theory (RAT)
have also been alluded to. Indeed, it has been argued; “geographical juxtaposition offers a powerful
unifying idea that brings together several different explanations of how crime and the environment are
related” (Cozens 2016, p. 55). Cozens and Love (2017, p. 6) briefly state the importance of GJ “ . . . in
spite of its relevance and practical significance for designing effective CPTED interventions, [GJ] has
been insufficiently emphasized within the CPTED literature”.

5. Description of Practical Examples of GJ and Significance to Crime Prevention

Mixed-use development is a very broad church and its composition can vary enormously.
For example, mixed-use, or land-use heterogeneity can be a neighborhood with two land uses where
there is 95% residential and 5% retail. It can also exist where there are four land uses (residential 25%,
retail 25%, industrial 25%, and transportation 25%) and there are obviously many more possibilities
(Wo 2019).

There are two contrasting theoretical explanations and perspectives on the relationship between
mixed use and crime. One view, based on no crime evidence, is that a mixture of different land uses
encourages more diversity of use and provides more “eyes on the street”, which can act to reduce crime.
This perspective derived from Jacobs (1961) and although unproven and unjustified by evidence has
been at the forefront of modern inner city and urban consolidation policies being promoted throughout
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the world. The opposing view is that mixed uses reduce the extent that citizens perceive spaces as
their own and levels of informal social control are lower, increasing crime since the capacity to identify
and challenge strangers is diminished. This perspective is derived from Newman (1972) but was held
much earlier, in the USA in the 1920s (Anderson et al. 2013).

The crime evidence, however, independently of the above theoretical stances, indicates that for
residents, crime rates are higher than they would be if the residents were living in a wholly residential
area. For businesses, crime rates are lower than they would be in a wholly commercial area.

Anderson et al. (2013, pp. 711–12) provide a detailed investigation of the evidence, claiming
“in general, research has concluded that contrary to Jane Jacobs’s suggestion, commercial uses are
associated with increased, rather than decreased crime . . . and considerable research . . . has shown that
homogenous residential neighborhoods have lower rates of crime than mixed-use neighborhoods”.

In terms of the research into the relationship between land use(s) and crime, studies have
found different types of land use are associated with elevated crime risks. Overall, it is assumed
non-residential land uses generate more crime than residential areas, largely as a result of reduced
levels of informal social control (Stucky and Ottensmann 2009).

Some of this crime increase problem was intuitively acknowledged by UK and Australian planners
in previous planning approaches that segregated residential and commercial areas.

Liquor stores are perhaps the most studied land use linked to increased crime risks. A large
percentage of assaults and robberies occur inside bars (Frisbie et al. 1977). Street blocks containing
bars (Roncek and Bell 1981) and liquor stores (Roncek and Maier 1991; Rengert et al. 2005;
McCord et al. 2007) experienced more crime than blocks without them. Assaults and violent
crime were associated with the density of retail liquor stores (Gruenewald 2011) and wine stores
(Grubesic and Pridemore 2011). Livingston (2011) reported a spatial relationship between domestic
violence and liquor stores and Day et al. (2012) found a positive correlation between the number of
serious assaults and the distance to liquor stores. Teh (2008) reported more violent and property crime
near liquor stores. Groff and McCord (2011) found exposure to bars was positively associated with
violent crime and property crime, as well as with disorder.

Transit-related land uses have been linked to increased crime risks (Groff and Lockwood 2014;
Kondo et al. 2016; Ridgeway and MacDonald 2017) and subway stations have been found to attract
street robberies (McCord and Ratcliffe 2009). Phillips and Sandler (2015) show how public transport can
influence the geographical distribution of crime. The presence of bus stops in the area (Loukaitou-Sideris
1999; Brantingham and Brantingham 1995; Newton and Bowers 2007) have been linked to increased
crime risks such as burglary and robbery. Specific bus routes have higher crime risks than others
(Tompson et al. 2009). Transport land uses therefore act as nodes and paths. Groff and Lockwood (2014)
report a positive associated between subway stations and violent crime, property crime, and disorder.

Many studies have found retail land uses to be associated with increased crime risks across
a variety of scales (Bernasco and Block 2011; Boessen and Hipp 2015; Hipp et al. (2017)). Fast
food restaurants (Brantingham and Brantingham 1981) and convenience stores have been shown
to attract crime (Block and Block 1995). Significant correlations between money-lending facilities
(e.g., pawn shops) and both property and violent crimes have been reported (Kubrin et al. 2011).
Locations with pawnshops present increased opportunities to offenders gathered nearby (Roncek 1981;
Eck and Weisburd 1995). Banks can also represent risky facilities (Matthews et al. 2001).

Higher rates of violent and property crime have been associated with schools in the area
(Roncek and LoBosco 1983; Roncek and Faggiani 1985; La Grange 1999; Wilcox et al. 2004;
Roman 2005; Willits et al. 2013; Haberman and Ratcliffe 2015). Parks and playgrounds can
also act as crime attractors (Wilcox et al. 2004; Lockwood 2006; Groff and McCord 2011).
One study discovered street robberies were associated with the number of hotels and motels nearby
(Smith et al. 2000). A series of studies found crime rates were elevated in street blocks with public
housing projects (Roncek et al. 1981; Dunworth and Saiger 1994; McNulty and Holloway 2000).
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The non-use of land is also associated with increased crime risks. Skogan (1990) has referred
to derelict and abandoned buildings as a contagion. Studies show vacant land and vacancies
(Spelman 1993; Ellen et al. 2013; Lacoe and Ellen 2015) can attract crime. Furthermore, stores
near vacant lots have been linked with more armed robberies than stores near commercial lots
(Duffala 1976).

Research has also looked at multiple (mixed-use) commercial land uses and crime.
Kinney et al. (2008) studied assaults, motor vehicle thefts, and land uses, finding the distribution
of land uses influenced where and when these crimes occurred. Sherman et al. (1989) identified a
department store, discount store, convenience store, and bar as commercial hotspots for crime. There
is extensive research associating mixed use with elevated crime risks (e.g., Luedtke 1970; Dietrick 1977;
Greenberg et al. 1982; Greenberg and Rohe 1984; Taylor et al. 1985; Wilcox et al. 2004; Yang 2006). In a
review, Savage and Souris (2008, p. 9) “it was striking to discover how consistent the findings indicate
that mixed-land use . . . is associated with higher levels of crime”.

Chang (2011) investigated burglaries, finding single housing and commercial buildings exhibited
increased risks. Anderson et al. (2013) studied 205 high crime blocks in Los Angeles and reported
three key findings. First, areas with residential and commercial uses exhibited lower crime than
commercial only areas. Secondly, they found crime rates were lowest in residential only areas. Finally,
where zoning changes added residential forms to and area, crime reduced more than in places that
did not change. They concluded; “Jacobs had it backwards; rather than commercial uses reducing
crime in residential areas, we found the converse to be true—residential parcels appear to reduce
crime in commercial areas” (Anderson et al. 2013, p. 756). A study by Sypion-Dutkowska and
Leitner (2017) found some land-use types attract crime within short distances while others deter crime.
Yue et al. (2017) studied crime and 22 land-use types, finding increased risks for bike theft, burglary,
and robberies were associated with convenience stores, banks, restaurants, and government facilities.
They also observed how different land-use types were associated with different types of crime.

Bernasco and Block (2011) investigated crime risks and many land uses, finding blocks with crime
generators/attractors within their boundaries exhibited increased risks for robbery. This also applied to
bars and clubs, fast food restaurants, liquor stores, groceries, petrol stations, laundromats, pawn shops,
and general stores. The effect was also found to reach adjacent blocks but decayed with distance away
from the land use. They observe the 80:20 rule and how a small percentage of facilities will generate
most of the crime risks. However, Bernasco and Block (2011, p. 392) suggest “it is the busy nature of
facilities in general and the busy context in which facilities are often situated, rather than the facility
type itself, that generates crime”.

Researchers have also explored risky facilities in terms of how far their criminogenic influence
extends. Kumar and Waylor (2003) investigated multiple crime types finding the effects of alcohol-related
facilities decays with distance. Ratcliffe (2011, 2012) found violent crime concentrates and extends
about 400 feet from bars. Groff and Lockwood (2014) examined land uses (bars, halfway houses, drug
treatment centers and subway stops and schools) and crime at various distance thresholds (400, 800,
and 1200 feet) and controlled for socio-demographic variables. They found subways and bars were
associated with violent crime, property crime, and disorder at all distances, decaying gradually. Schools
were strongly associated with increased disorder. Subway stations were particularly criminogenic
and exposed the surrounding environment to increased crime for up to 1200 feet (366 m) away.
SooHyun and Lee (2016) report the influence of a particular land use on local crime extends to around
400 feet (around 122 m).

Crime Pattern Theory (CPT) also relates to paths and edges. Although there is significantly less
research on these elements, criminological studies have also supported and continue to underpin
the theory. Wilcox and Eck (2011, p. 475) note the literature strongly indicates “ . . . many facilities
provide criminal opportunity and it is the contextual clustering of public-use facilities, especially along
or near major roads, that is related to area crime”. In terms of research on edges a study carried out
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by Brantingham and Brantingham (1975) indicates that criminality predominates on the periphery
of neighborhoods.

Clearly, we are beginning to understand some of the complexity of the relationship between land
use and crime. However, in their review of the evidence Anderson et al. (2013, p. 727) suggest research
on land use and crime needs to be more empirical and that “there is a limited understanding of the
specific micro-level details of these relationships”. It is suggested that CPTED audits conducted at this
scale of analysis could provide interesting insights in this regard.

The evidence on land use and crime risks has focused largely on existing urban environments.
Significantly, new developments and land uses in an existing area may both impact on crime and be
influenced by it (see Figure 5).
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There may be crime impacts of a new development and crime risks to it (Cozens 2011). Crime
risks to a new development refers to the criminogenic potential of the existing environment around
it. This includes land uses and activities, which might generate or attract crime, which could affect
the crime risks of the new development. For example, a new retail store could be affected by crime
risks associated with several bars and nightclubs, which are located nearby. Crime impacts of a new
development refer to the land use and activities associated with it—and how these risks might affect
the community around the new development. For example, a new nightclub will create crime risks,
which may impact on the safety and security of the surrounding local environment.

The relevance of GJ is therefore even more germane, given the urban consolidation and densification
of our urban areas and cities across the world. In response to the perceived over-simplification of
CPTED and a lack of consideration of crime risks, CPTED was redefined as “a process for analyzing
and assessing crime risks in order to guide the design, management and use of the built environment
(and products) to reduce crime and the fear of crime and to promote public health, sustainability and
quality of life” (Cozens 2016, p. 10).

6. Geographical Juxtaposition, Routine Activity Theory, and Crime Pattern Theory

Cohen and Felson (1979) RAT along with Brantingham and Brantingham (1981) CPT have
been cornerstones of the criminological theory underpinning CPTED. Both RAT and CPT, however,
are strongly dependent themselves on GJ.

In the case of RAT, evidence indicates that crime is strongly dependent on the routine activities of
criminals, victims, and guardians. These routine activities primarily exist and have their reasons for
existence at a distance from the crime location, i.e., the crime comes about from the geographically
based juxtaposition of the routine activities of criminals, victims, and guardians. The geographical
juxtaposition of high crime neighborhoods and the density of local offenders will also be important in
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assessing crime risks at a specific location. Offender travel research assumes “the density and location
of crime opportunities and the various ways offenders interact with their environment strongly affects
offender travel behavior” (Ackerman and Rossmo 2015, p. 238). Theories on offender location argue
criminals commonly commit offences at locations that are within relatively short distances (within one
mile) of where they live (Turner 1969; Stephenson 1974; Costello and Wiles 2001; Gabor and Gottheil
1984; McIver 1981; Phillips 1980; Rengert et al. 1999; Rossmo 2000; Ratcliffe 2011, 2012). RAT is clearly
dependent on GJ, but has not to date, included it, referenced it, or indicated this dependence.

We take a similar position on CPT. Crime at activity nodes, paths, and edges are all issues
of geographical juxtaposition. The awareness spaces of offenders, victims, and guardians are also
influenced by GJ in terms of their residential location, their activity nodes, paths, and edges associated
with their activities and movement. Crime generators, attractors, detractors, radiators, absorbers,
and reducers are all GJ issues, which affect local crime risks.

Any and all situational patterns that influence crime must also be located in a larger environment
in which they influence, and are influenced by, criminogenic factors in that larger environment, with the
subsequent crime rates being influenced by the GJ of the CPT effects.

Including GJ within both CPT and RAT will certainly be challenging. Alternatively, we might also
consider the contention that RAT and CPT could be regarded as sub-theories of a larger Geographical
Juxtaposition Theory of Crime. This suggests a radical refinement of key opportunity theories and
the need for more knowledge transfer between and across the fields of environmental criminology,
CPTED and urban planning/urban design.

To further demonstrate the importance of GJ, we highlight ten ways GJ can influence local crime
risks as set out in Table 3.

Table 3. Ways Geographical Juxtaposition May Influence Local Crime Risks.

Influence on Crime and Public Order The Potential Influence of GJ

1. Dilution and concentration The crime rate for any location may be affected by the activities in the environment
nearby.

2. Malign or benign displacement of
crime and crime

Crime prevention efforts in a location can displace crime in ways that are more
harmful or less harmful. They can also diffuse the benefits of reduced crime nearby
areas and vice versa.

3. Behavioral modification

The culture and behaviors of people in one location can influence nearby locations.
For example, when behaviors acceptable within a pub are extended to nearby streets.
All environments have local cultural cues and social structures that shape the
behaviors of both law-abiding individuals and potential criminals, and this effect
extends to nearby locations.

4. Motivation/demotivation
The social and physical characteristics specific to a location (or environment) shape
the feelings and motivations of individuals at that location. These feelings and
motivations in turn, shape their behaviors.

5. Distribution of crime opportunities

Criminal opportunities are increased or decreased by geographically juxtaposed
features. For example, burglary opportunities may be increased by the availability of
cars in a nearby un-surveilled car park. There is both an additional opportunity for
cars to be stolen and an additional opportunity for transport that can increase the
volume of stolen goods that can be taken.

6. Nodes acting as crime attractors,
generators, detractors, facilitators,
enablers, precipitators, absorbers,
radiators, and crime reducers

Crime risks in a location can be affected by activity nodes in the nearby environment.
For example, crime risk in low crime locations may be raised by crime attractors
nearby such as alcohol outlets, brothels, or a transport hub. The presence of crime
attractors should influence the choice of CPTED interventions and would likely
require additional CPTED interventions compared to the location with an absence of
nearby crime attractors.

7. Density of offenders The number and density of offenders who live nearby or who have easy transport
access from afar may affect crime rates at a location.

8. Paths and accessibility Paths, roads, rail, and other travel routes affect the accessibility to a location and the
crime rate.

9. Edges

Boundaries (physical/symbolic) of geographically juxtaposed areas affect crime risks
as multiple criteria apply at the same location and this results in reduced informal
social control, increased variety of crime risks and increased variety of crime
opportunities.

10. Presence of capable guardians Land uses and local population demographics in geographically juxtaposed areas
may influence the number and density of capable guardians available at any location.
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Assessing crime risks before implementing CPTED solutions has always been part of the
CPTED process (Crowe 1991) but this important stage is often ignored. Most CPTED guidelines
do not make any reference to assessing crime risks. The need to consider CPTED as a process, as
originally orchestrated by Crowe (1991), has been continually restated (e.g., Atlas 2008; Cozens 2016;
Cozens and Love 2017).

7. Geographical Juxtaposition and Crime Risk Assessments

GJ can improve the process and outcomes of crime risk assessments (CRAs). Assessing crime
risks is therefore much more than a simple evaluation of the presence or absence of design features that
promote territoriality, surveillance, image management/maintenance, access control, activity support,
or target hardening. There are clear and obvious benefits of using GJ when conducting a CRA:

• GJ provides a more complete understanding of the potential sources of crime risks nearby;
• It provides a more justifiable means to help identify the types of crime most likely to occur when

crime data for a site is either not available or is less than robust;
• It provides a basis to identify the most appropriate boundaries to use for a CRA, since these may

not always be the same as the physical site boundaries;
• It enables the identification of feedback effects between the site and the surrounding environment

that may increase or reduce crime risks;
• It provides insights and guidance to help identify which CPTED methods are likely to be most

appropriate and effective, and;
• It helps to identify whether it is more effective to implement CPTED methods in the surrounding

environment as well and/or instead of to the site/location to reduce crime risks in the site.

8. Geographical Juxtaposition and Positive and Negative Crime Feedback Loops

In any specific location, crime and crime prevention (in this case CPTED) exist as a complex
system. This implies the potential for feedback loops that can either enhance the action of the CPTED
activities or increase the risks of crime.

GJ exposes the existence and nature of various feedback loops in any crime/CPTED.
Crime prevention using CPTED and similar strategies is not simple. Fundamentally, CPTED and its
applications map directly onto what are in the Systems field are called complex socio-technical systems.
One characteristic of such systems is that they always have feedback loops. Surprisingly, discussion of
the role and importance of feedback loops in CPTED is almost completely absent from the CPTED and
environmental criminology literature. In part, this is because the structure of the most commonly used
concepts of CPTED are limited to the extent that they preclude any discussion of the important roles
of feedback in causing and preventing crime. As we have developed and extended it, the concept of
geographical juxtaposition provides a basis for including, analyzing, and developing CPTED methods
to include feedback effects at the micro, meso, and macro scales. GJ has a strong influence on the scale
of crime risks and on CPTED feedback effects.

Every characteristic location exhibits a distinctive pattern of routine activities and perceived
opportunities for crime. Large public libraries, for example, are all associated with similar routine
activities and perceived crime opportunities. Likewise, residential suburbs and night time economy
(NTE) entertainment districts have characteristic routine activities and criminal opportunities.
These shape the types of crime in and around these land uses/facilities.

When two different kinds of land use are situated next to each other, the routine activities and
perceived crime opportunities of each permeate across the boundaries—in both directions. This has
multiple effects. In the short term, it may increase the number of types of crime in each land use in
ways that differ from those expected for each location considered individually without having regard
for GJ. In criminology, this is called the “boundary effect”. In parallel, these factors initiate protective
effects to reduce crime—different in both land uses, yet related. Over time these factors change both
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contexts in terms of their routine activities and criminal opportunities, which in turn changes the scale
of offending and number of different crime types found. This feedback process of crime and CPTED
changes and outcomes can be positive or negative and can be slow or fast moving or even exponential
as in the case of neighborhood decline/collapse. Such GJ analyses can also expose the ways poorly
implemented CPTED strategies can influence the scale and types of adverse effects on a site and its
surrounding environments.

The point we are making is that analysis using GJ helps reveal the feedback loops and thus offers
a better basis for understanding the criminological dynamics and for devising better CPTED solutions.
The GJ of the site and its environment in terms of crime risk factors and CPTED methods can result in
positive or negative feedback. This feedback can in turn significantly increase or decrease crime rates
over time.

Positive crime risk feedback leads to increased crime rates over time. It occurs when criminogenic
factors (crime risks) from the environment increases the crime rates and risk factors at the site, which
in turn increase crime and crime risks in the environment, which then affect the site crime risks.

Similarly, positive feedback of successful CPTED can lead to decreased crime rates over time.
This occurs when reductions in crime from the CPTED site also reduces the crime motivations in the
nearby environment, which in turn help reduce crime risks on the site. This has also been referred to
as the “halo effect” and “benign” displacement.

Negative crime risk feedback tends to lead to stabilization of crime rates. It occurs when
criminogenic factors (crime risks) from the environment increase the crime rates and risk factors at
the site, but at the same time the characteristics of the site are opposite and tend to reduce crime and
crime risk factors in the environment—or vice versa. This is a common phenomenon and explains why
crime rates tend to remain steady over time.

Negative feedback involving CPTED between site and environment works similarly. The result is
outcomes that are less than what would be expected. In this situation, increased CPTED resources will
need to be committed to achieve the intended outcomes.

Where feedback effects are found, it may be more effective to also apply targeted CPTED methods
in the surrounding environment as well as at the site.

9. Geographical Juxtaposition and CPTED Methods

Above we have shown how GJ provides an essential and overarching foundational explanation of
all crime and CPTED theories. For example, the theft of a purse requires the geographical juxtaposition
of the crime opportunity (the purse) with a person intending to steal the purse. Similarly, natural
access control comprises the geographical juxtaposition of a psychological/habitual barrier between a
potential criminal and a target. We also argue that GJ provides an improved explanation of all CPTED
methods as shown below in Table 4.

Table 4. Geographical Juxtaposition and other CPTED concepts.

CPTED Concept How GJ Provides a Simpler Explanation

Territoriality Territoriality comprises the geographical juxtaposition of the psychological signs of
potential defenders between a potential criminal and a target.

Surveillance Surveillance (and sousveillance) comprise the geographical juxtaposition of potential
guardians between a potential criminal and a target.

Image
Management

Levels of maintenance and repair send the message that the space is cared for and that
crime/unwanted behaviors will not be accepted. It provides a geographical juxtaposition
of the owners/managers of a space into that space in front of potential offenders.
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Table 4. Cont.

CPTED Concept How GJ Provides a Simpler Explanation

Access Control

Access control is based on the existence and separation of the geographical juxtaposition
of two different kinds of spaces: (a) safe and secure spaces with legitimate, private
activities with legitimately owned resources; and (b) spaces with higher motivations for
crime and risks that threaten to exploit the legitimate activities and resources of the
former. Natural access control can be seen as the geographical juxtaposition of a
psychological/habitual barrier between these two kinds of spaces, i.e., between a
potential criminal and a target.

Activity Support

Increased levels of legitimate uses are encouraged so that their geographical
juxtaposition potentially reduces crime rates nearby. A historical example is the tradition
of locating churches and places of worship in higher crime environments to encourage
“better” behaviors nearby.

Target Hardening

As for access control, target hardening is based on the existence of and the separation of
the geographical juxtaposition of two different kinds of spaces: (a) safe and secure spaces
with legitimate, private activities with legitimately owned resources; and (b) spaces with
higher motivations for crime and risks that threaten to exploit the legitimate activities
and resources of the former. Target hardening can be seen as the geographical
juxtaposition of a physical barrier between these two kinds of spaces that has high costs
to cross, i.e., highly secure doors between a potential criminal and a target.

10. Four New Principles of CPTED

Our insights from exploring the benefits of an increased focus on GJ within CPTED and environmental
criminology have helped to identify four new principles for CPTED;

• GJ is an essential basis for, and explanation of, ALL crime and crime prevention factors;
• CPTED investments should be inversely proportional to GJ factors at a distance;
• The benefits of distance from GJ factors can be achieved by obscuring the perception of criminal

opportunities, and;
• The CPTED principle of natural surveillance can be divided into two parts that include promoting

visibility of criminal acts and the obscuration of crime opportunities.

11. Geographical Juxtaposition is the Basis of ALL Crime and Crime Prevention Factors

Without geographical juxtaposition, crime does not occur. This applies from the micro to the
macro scales across both physical and virtual environments. For example, at the micro scale, theft of a
wallet depends on the geographical juxtaposition of the wallet’s location and the hand of the person
intent on stealing it.

At the most extreme situational crime prevention macro-scale, crime risks at a location depend
on the geographical juxtaposition of remote conditions and remote-based potential criminals to
commit crime at that location. In the virtual worlds of cyber-crime, crime risks depend on the virtual
geographical juxtaposition of the attacker’s code with the victim’s computer data.

12. Make CPTED Investment Inversely Proportional to the Distance of GJ Factors

Increased attention to the GJ factors indicates that each kind of GJ factor not only influences the
crime rates of locations at a distance, the effect of the GJ factors reduces with distance in a characteristic
manner—different for each GJ factor. ALL crime risk factors are essentially GJ crime risk factors.

At any location, the overall crime risk is the sum of the GJ crime risk factors acting at that location.
Clearly, from the above, the nearest GJ factors have a proportionally bigger effect than those further
away. However, a stronger GJ factor further away may have more influence than a weaker GJ factor
whose source is nearer.

The amount of CPTED investment that can be justifiably invested in reducing crime at any location
is always assessed in terms of the overall crime risks at that location. Since crime risks at a location
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comprise of the sum of the GJ crime risks from the environment, and the criminogenic effects of
each individual GJ crime risk is inversely proportional to the distance between the location and the
origin of the crime risk, then the justifiable investment on CPTED will be inversely proportional to the
distances from which those crime risks geographically originate. The practical benefits in terms of
CPTED planning and urban design decisions will emerge in time as research identifies the exact profile
by which the effects of geographical factors diminish with distance and what combinations of uses
represent what Newman (1972) called “functionally sympathetic urban areas”.

13. Surveillance Obscuration and Crime Opportunities

The influence of geographical factors on crime risks at a location depend on the crime opportunities
of that location being able to be perceived by potential criminals, primarily during their routine activities.
These activities reduce with distance from their center. This has two explanations. One relates to
personal interest and the second is simply a matter of geometry. Individuals are typically more
interested in events closer to home (their center of routine) and the further an individual travels from
their center, the larger the area is which needs to be explored at that distance. This is a squared effect
such that at twice the distance from home, the area to be explored is four times bigger. At three times
the distance it is eight times bigger and, at four times the distance it is 16 times bigger, and so on.

Criminals’ perception and identification of crime opportunities reduces with distance for the same
reasons. Individuals have insufficient time and resources to fully identify all the crime opportunities
at distance, compared to locally. In effect, many crime opportunities are “obscured” from being
perceived by distance of an individual from their home base. Viewing crime protection in this
light points to the benefits of obscuration as a way of artificially creating geographical juxtaposition
“distance”. Practically, this is well known. Two examples are provided. First, hiding valuable items
in a car from sight significantly reduces their risk of theft—even if the effort and risks involved
in stealing them are the same as if they are in full sight. In effect, their geographical distance
has been increased. Secondly, in New York, there was a large government gold bullion vault in a
basement of the World Trade Center. Knowledge of this was extremely limited until after the terrorist
attacks (https://www.nytimes.com/2001/11/01/nyregion/a-nation-challenged-the-vault-below-ground-
zero-silver-and-gold.html). Its obscuration led to the belief that the bullion was held at a “distance”
and hence the GJ influence of New York criminals was weaker.

14. Revision and Extension of the CPTED Principle of “Natural Surveillance”

The above points to a radical refinement in understanding relating to the CPTED principle of
natural surveillance and includes two elements. The first is where the traditional CPTED concept of
natural surveillance is to promote visibility and public surveillance of potentially unlawful activities in
urban space. The second is the idea that natural surveillance can, at the same time, obscure the view of
potential crime opportunities and crime targets. The example of hiding a laptop in the boot of the car
instead of it being visible on the front seat is not hardening the target per se. It is about obscuring
the crime target using GJ, which effectively removes it from view by manipulating opportunities for
surveillance. This representsa new redefinition of natural surveillance for the CPTED community
which will hopefully help foster research, debate, and further discussion.

15. Conclusions

The field of CPTED has become increasingly well-adopted throughout the world by urban
planners, urban designers, architects, community safety officers, security, police, and counter-terrorism
professionals. The successful adoption of CPTED to improve societies and minimize crime depends
on continually updating the theories and principles in response to evidence, new knowledge, new
technologies, and the development and evolution of the CPTED discipline. CPTED continues to evolve.

The evolution of CPTED has seen the development of 2nd Generation CPTED (Saville
and Cleveland 1998; Saville and Cleveland 2008) and 3rd Generation CPTED (UNICRI 2011;

https://www.nytimes.com/2001/11/01/nyregion/a-nation-challenged-the-vault-below-ground-zero-silver-and-gold.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2001/11/01/nyregion/a-nation-challenged-the-vault-below-ground-zero-silver-and-gold.html
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Mihinjac and Saville 2019). Both seek to improve CPTED as a theory by going back to its foundations
in Jacobs (1961); Jeffery (1971) and Newman (1972) to re-inspect and re-define CPTED. A detailed
discussion is outside the scope of this paper, but forthcoming papers will explore the importance of GJ
to both 2nd and 3rd Generation CPTED. In short, this paper argues GJ is fundamental to the process
and application of CPTED and in fact, provides a foundational explanation for all forms of CPTED and
all its inter-related concepts.

One of the most significant and recent changes in CPTED involves designing interventions that
are dictated by crime risks and the contexts of a location (Cozens 2016; Cozens and Love 2017).
This is despite the fact that Crowe (1991) originally stated the need for assessing crime risks before
implementing CPTED solutions. Crowe (1991, p. 35) stated “at least five basic types of information
[need to] be collected and used” to make informed decisions. Later, Crowe (2000, p. 6) wrote, CPTED
“is a process and not a belief system”. Assessing crime risk is the first part of the process. Others have
highlighted this issue more recently (e.g., Atlas 2008; Cozens 2016).

It is a challenge that many of those with the responsibility for implementing CPTED remain
focused on what are now out of date CPTED design guidelines. These are largely a “one-size-fits-all”
checklist of potential CPTED solutions, which are presented in the absence of any assessment of local
crime risks or analysis of the local environmental context.

Another major change in CPTED is its focus on evidence-based principles, designs, and interventions.
This requires CPTED designs to be justifiable by research evidence and by data on the local context
and conditions.

Further change has come from ongoing critical review of CPTED theories and practices leading
to development of new CPTED theories and principles (some of which are described above) and an
increased focus on the crime-related conditions of each location and its environment as the basis for
the detailed targeting of CPTED designs to reduce crime (Cozens and Love 2017). This has also been
reflected in calls for closer links between urban planning, CPTED, and environmental criminology
(e.g., Brantingham and Brantingham 1995; Cozens 2011, 2016). In addition to these recent evolutions of
CPTED, this paper has provided a new and emerging direction for CPTED by highlighting the lack of
attention to GJ and its potential to improve the application of the process of CPTED.

The review of 423 publications on the topic of design out crime/CPTED between 1968 and 2019
clearly reveals a dearth of research on GJ and the need to revisit and explore this concept. This research
has identified four categories to extend the concept and scope of GJ. These are micro, proximal, meso,
and macro GJ. Future publications will explore micro and macro GJ. In exploring the concept of GJ,
we highlight ten ways it can affect crime risks and six ways using GJ can benefit efforts to apply CPTED
more successfully when conducting a CRA.

We have also provided “food for thought” for architects, planners, place-makers, and urban
designers, with regards to the evidence associated with different types of land uses and land-use
combinations. This challenges current paradigms and planning policy in the USA, the UK, and
Australia, which incorrectly assume busy places, are always inherently safe.

This paper has also reframed some of the CPTED concepts through the lens of GJ to further
ground GJ as a fundamental CPTED concept. Finally, this paper has developed four new principles for
CPTED, which will hopefully generate further research, discussion, and debate.

Prosocial behavior has been defined as “voluntary, intentional behavior that results in benefits for
another person” (Lay and Hoppmann 2015, p. 1). Prosocial design for Armitage (2018) “recognizes
that the offender is very likely to be part of our community and that perhaps enhancing an offender’s
emotional or moral attachment to an area may reduce their desire or inclination to commit crimes
within the community”. It is argued that understanding GJ and re-engaging with the concept, can help
us to design, manage and use prosocial spaces more effectively and to avoid, or at least minimize,
the creation of antisocial design and spaces. It can help in exploring how CPTED can be used to reduce
the propensity for offending and to enhance prosocial behavior.
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In summary, we conclude that the concept of GJ needs to be re-introduced as a fundamental part
of CPTED theory to enable it to advance and to evolve, as Armitage (2018) suggests it must. It is opined
that GJ represents the foundations to understanding and applying the CPTED process. The result
is an opening up of the whole field of CPTED and the evolution of many new CPTED principles
and methods.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, P.C. and T.L.; methodology, P.C., T.L. and B.D., formal analysis and
investigation, P.C. and T.L.; writing—original draft preparation, P.C. and T.L.; writing—review and editing, P.C.
and T.L., project administration, P.C.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Ackerman, Jeffrey, and Kim Rossmo. 2015. How Far to Travel? A Multilevel Analysis of the Residence-to-Crime
Distance. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 31: 237–62.

American Planning Association. 2007. Legislation and Policy. Available online: http://www.planning.org/

policyguides/smartgrowth.htm (accessed on 7 July 2007).
Anderson, James, John MacDonald, Ricky Bluthenthal, and J. Scott Ashwood. 2013. Reducing Crime by Shaping

the Built Environment with Zoning: An Empirical Study of Los Angeles. University of Pennsylvania Law Review
161: 699–756. [CrossRef]

Armitage, Rachel. 2014. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design. In Encyclopedia of Criminology and
Criminal Justice. Edited by Gerben Bruinsma and David Weisburd. New York: Springer, pp. 720–31.

Armitage, Rachel. 2018. Urban Design and Crime—Pro-Social Design Would Reduce Crime. Available online:
https://www.hud.ac.uk/news/2018/july/pro-social-design-reduces-crime/ (accessed on 12 March 2019).

Armitage, Rachel, and Paul Ekblom, eds. 2019. Rebuilding Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
Strengthening the Links with Crime Science, 1st ed. Crime Science Series; Abingdon: Routledge.

Atlas, Randal. 2008. 21st Century Security and CPTED: Designing for Critical Infrastructure Protection and Crime
Prevention. Boca Raton: Taylor & Francis Ltd.

Bernasco, Wim, and Richard Block. 2011. Robberies in Chicago: A block-level analysis of the influence of crime
generators, crime attractors, and offender anchor points. Journal of Research in Crime Delinquency 48: 33–57.
[CrossRef]

Block, RichardL, and Carolyn Rebecca Block. 1995. Space, place and crime: Hot spot areas and hot places of
liquor-related crime. Crime and Place 4: 145–84.

Boessen, Adam, and John Hipp. 2015. Close-ups and the scale of ecology: Land uses and the geography of social
context and crime. Criminology 53: 399–426. [CrossRef]

Bottoms, Anthony. 2014. Geography of Crime and Disorder. In Encyclopedia of Criminology and Criminal Justice.
Edited by Gerben Bruinsma and David Weisburd. New York: Springer, pp. 1941–56.

Bowers, Kate. 2014. Risky facilities: Crime radiators or crime absorbers? A comparison of internal and external
levels of theft. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 30: 389–414. [CrossRef]

Brantingham, Patricia L., and Paul J. Brantingham. 1975. Spatial patterning of burglary. Howard Journal of Penology
and Crime Prevention 14: 11–24. [CrossRef]

Brantingham, Patricia L., and Paul J. Brantingham. 1981. Environmental Criminology. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.
Brantingham, Patricia L., and Paul J. Brantingham. 1995. Criminality of place: Crime generators and crime

attractors. European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research 3: 5–26. [CrossRef]
Chang, Donkuk. 2011. Social crime or spatial crime? Exploring the effects of social, economic, and spatial factors

on burglary rates. Environment and Behavior 43: 26–52. [CrossRef]
Clarke, Ron. 1997. Situational Crime Prevention: Successful Case Studies, 2nd ed. New York: Harrow and Heston.
Cohen, Lawrence, and Marcus Felson. 1979. Social change and crime rate trends: A routine activity approach.

American Sociological Review 44: 588–608. [CrossRef]
Commonwealth of Australia. 1995. AMCORD: A National Resource Document for Residential Development;

Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia, Department of Housing and Regional Development.

http://www.planning.org/policyguides/smartgrowth.htm
http://www.planning.org/policyguides/smartgrowth.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2109511
https://www.hud.ac.uk/news/2018/july/pro-social-design-reduces-crime/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022427810384135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10940-013-9208-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2311.1975.tb00297.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02242925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916509347728
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2094589


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 252 18 of 22

Costello, Andrew, and Paul Wiles. 2001. GIS and the journey to crime: An analysis of patterns in South
Yorkshire. In Mapping and Analysing Crime Data: Lessons from Research and Practice. Edited by Kate Bowers
and Alex Hirschfield. London: Taylor and Francis, pp. 27–60.

Cozens, Paul. 2011. Urban Planning and Environmental Criminology: Towards a New Perspective for Safer Cities.
Planning Practice and Research 26: 481–508. [CrossRef]

Cozens, Paul. 2014. Think Crime! Using Evidence, Theory and Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)
for Planning Safer Cities, 1st ed. Quinn’s Rock Perth: Praxis Education.

Cozens, Paul. 2015a. Crime as an unintended consequence: Planning for healthy cities and the need to move
beyond crime prevention through environmental design. In Contemporary Issues in Australian Urban and
Regional Planning. Edited by John Glasson and Julie Brunner. New York: Routledge, pp. 230–50, chp. 12.

Cozens, Paul. 2015b. Crime and Community Safety: Challenging the Design Consensus. In Routledge Handbook of
Planning for Health and Well-Being. Edited by Hugh Barton, Susan Thompson, Marcus Grant and Sarah Burgess.
London: Routledge, chp. 12. pp. 162–77.

Cozens, Paul. 2016. Think Crime! Using Evidence, Theory and Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)
for Planning Safer Cities, 2nd ed. Quinn’s Rock Perth: Praxis Education.

Cozens, Paul, and Courtney Babb. 2018. What’s Up on Beaufort Street? Exploring Crime, Traffic Risks and Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED). Available online: https://inglewoodonbeaufort.com/

2018/12/03/inglewood-cpted-report/ (accessed on 15 March 2019).
Cozens, Paul, and David Hillier. 2012. Revisiting Jane Jacobs ‘Eyes on the Street’ for the 21st Century: Evidence

from Environmental Criminology. In The Urban Wisdom of Jane Jacobs. Edited by Sonia Hirt and Diane Zahm.
Abingdon: Routledge, chp. 14. pp. 196–214.

Cozens, Paul, and Terence Love. 2015. A Review and Current Status of Crime Prevention through Environmental
Design (CPTED). Journal of Planning Literature 30: 393–412. [CrossRef]

Cozens, Paul, and Terence Love. 2017. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) Introducing
and Learning from the “Dark Side” Oxford Research Encyclopaedia of Criminology and Criminal Justice.
Available online: http://criminology.oxfordre.com/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264079.001.0001/acrefore-
9780190264079-e-2 (accessed on 15 March 2019).

Cozens, Paul, and Tiffany Van der Linde. 2015. Perceptions of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
(CPTED) at Australian Railway Stations. Journal of Public Transportation 18: 73–92. [CrossRef]

Cozens, Paul, David Hillier, and Gwyn Prescott. 1999. The Sustainable and the Criminogenic. The Case for
New-Build Housing Projects in Britain. Property Management 17: 252–61.

Cozens, Paul, David Hillier, and Gwyn Prescott. 2001. Crime and the Design of Residential Property. Exploring the
Perceptions of Planning Professionals, Burglars and other Users. Property Management 19: 222–48. [CrossRef]

Cozens, Paul, Greg Saville, and David Hillier. 2005. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED):
A Review and Modern Bibliography. Journal of Property Management 23: 328–56. [CrossRef]

Crowe, Timothy. 1991. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design: Applications of Architectural Design and Space
Management Concepts, 1st ed. Boston: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Crowe, Timothy. 2000. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design: Applications of Architectural Design and Space
Management Concepts, 2nd ed. Boston: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Day, Peter, Gregory Breetzke, Simon Kingham, and Malcolm Campbell. 2012. Close Proximity to Alcohol Outlets
is Associated with Increased Serious violent crime in New Zealand. Australian and New Zealand Journal of
Public Health 36: 48–54. [CrossRef]

DETR. 1998. Places, Streets and Movement. A Companion Guide to Design Bulletin 32: Residential Roads and Footpaths.
London: HMSO.

Dietrick, B. 1977. The environment and burglary victimization in a metropolitan suburb. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Society of Criminology, Atlanta, GA, USA, November 14–17.

Duffala, Dennis. 1976. Convenience stores, armed robbery, and physical environment features. American Behavioral
Scientist 20: 227–46. [CrossRef]

Dunworth, Terence, and Aaron Saiger. 1994. Drugs and Crime in Public Housing: A Three-City Analysis; National
Institute of Justice Final Report. Washington: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs,
National Institute of Justice, pp. 36–37.

Eck, John, and David Weisburd. 1995. Crime places in crime theory. Crime and Place, Crime Prevention Studies
4: 1–33.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2011.582357
https://inglewoodonbeaufort.com/2018/12/03/inglewood-cpted-report/
https://inglewoodonbeaufort.com/2018/12/03/inglewood-cpted-report/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0885412215595440
http://criminology.oxfordre.com/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264079.001.0001/acrefore-9780190264079-e-2
http://criminology.oxfordre.com/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264079.001.0001/acrefore-9780190264079-e-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.5038/2375-0901.18.4.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005784
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02637470510631483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-6405.2012.00827.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/000276427602000205


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 252 19 of 22

Ekblom, Paul. 1997. Gearing up against crime: A dynamic framework to help designers keep up with the adaptive
criminal in a changing world. International Journal of Risk, Security and Crime Prevention 2: 249–65.

Ekblom, Paul. 2011. Deconstructing CPTED and reconstructing it for practice, knowledge management and
research. European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research 17: 7–28. [CrossRef]

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Johanna Lacoe, and Claudia Ayanna Sharygin. 2013. Do Foreclosures Cause Crime? Journal of
Urban Economics 74: 59–70. [CrossRef]

Frisbie, D.W., G. Fishbine, R. Hintz, M. Joelson, and J.M Nutter. 1977. Crime in Minneapolis: Proposals for Prevention;
St. Paul: Governor’s Commission on Crime Prevention and Control.

Gabor, Thomas, and Ellen Gottheil. 1984. Offender characteristics and spatial mobility: An empirical study and
some policy implications. Canadian Journal of Criminology 26: 267–81.

Greenberg, Stephanie, and William Rohe. 1984. Neighborhood design and crime: A test of two perspectives.
Journal of the American Planning Association 50: 48–60. [CrossRef]

Greenberg, Stephanie, William Rohe, and Jay Williams. 1982. Safety in urban neighbourhoods: A comparison of
physical characteristics and informal territorial control in high and low crime neighbourhoods. Population
and Environment 5: 141–65. [CrossRef]

Groff, Elizabeth, and Brian Lockwood. 2014. Criminogenic Facilities and Crime across Street Segments in
Philadelphia: Uncovering Evidence about the Spatial Extent of Facility Influence. Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency 51: 277–314. [CrossRef]

Groff, Elizabeth, and Eric McCord. 2011. The Role of Neighborhood Parks as Crime Generators. Security Journal
25: 1–24. [CrossRef]

Grubesic, Tony, and William Pridemore. 2011. Alcohol outlets and clusters of violence. International Journal of
Health Geographics 10: 30. [CrossRef]

Gruenewald, Paul. 2011. Regulating availability: How access to alcohol reflects drinking and problems in youth
and adults. Alcohol Research & Health 34: 248–56.

Haberman, Cory P., and Jerry H. Ratcliffe. 2015. Testing for temporally differentiated relationships among
potentially criminogenic places and census block street robbery counts. Criminology 53: 457–83. [CrossRef]

Hipp, John, James Wo, and Kim Young-An. 2017. Studying neighborhood crime across different macro spatial
scales: The case of robbery in 4 cities. Social Science Research 68: 15–29. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Jacobs, Jane. 1961. The Death and Life of Great American Cities. London: Jonathon Cope.
Jeffery, Clarence Ray. 1971. Crime Prevention through Environmental Design. Beverly Hills: Sage.
Jeffery, Clarence Ray. 1999. CPTED, Past, Present and Future. International Crime Prevention through

Environmental Design Newsletter. Volume 3, pp. 1–8. Available online: http://www.cpted.net/
resources/Documents/ICA%20Resources/Newsletters/Perspectives_V03_I7_April%202000.pdf (accessed on
24 March 2019).

Kinney, Bryan, Patricia L. Brantingham, Kathryn Wuschke, Michael Kirk, and Paul J. Brantingham. 2008. Crime
attractors, generators and detractors: Land use and urban crime opportunities. Built Environment 34: 62–74.
[CrossRef]

Kondo, Michelle, Bernadette Hohl, SeungHoon Han, and Charles Branas. 2016. Effects of greening and community
reuse of vacant lots on crime. Urban Studies 53: 3279–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kubrin, Charis, Gregory Squires, Steven Graves, and Graham Ousey. 2011. Does Fringe Banking Exacerbate
Neighborhood Crime Rates? Investigating the Social Ecology of Payday Lending. Criminology & Public Policy
10: 437–66. [CrossRef]

Kumar, Naresh, and Christopher Waylor. 2003. Proximity to Alcohol-serving Establishments and Crime
Probabilities in Savannah, Georgia: A Statistical and GIS Analysis. Southeastern Geographer 43: 125–42.
[CrossRef]

La Grange, Teresa C. 1999. The impact of neighborhoods, schools, and malls on the spatial distribution of property
damage. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 36: 393–422. [CrossRef]

Lacoe, Johanna, and Ingrid Ellen. 2015. Mortgage Foreclosures and the Changing Mix of Crime in
Micro-neighborhoods. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 52: 717–46. [CrossRef]

Lay, Jennifer, and Christiane Hoppmann. 2015. Altruism and Prosocial Behaviour. In The Encyclopedia of
Geropsychology. Edited by Nancy Pachana. Singapore: Springer Verlag, pp. 1–9. Available online: https://
www.researchgate.net/publication/283583352_Altruism_and_Prosocial_Behavior (accessed on 12 March 2019).
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10610-010-9132-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2012.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944368408976581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01257054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022427813512494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/sj.2011.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1476-072X-10-30
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2017.08.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29108594
http://www.cpted.net/resources/Documents/ICA%20Resources/Newsletters/Perspectives_V03_I7_April%202000.pdf
http://www.cpted.net/resources/Documents/ICA%20Resources/Newsletters/Perspectives_V03_I7_April%202000.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.2148/benv.34.1.62
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0042098015608058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28529389
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00719.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/sgo.2003.0015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022427899036004003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022427815572633
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/283583352_Altruism_and_Prosocial_Behavior
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/283583352_Altruism_and_Prosocial_Behavior
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-080-3_69-1


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 252 20 of 22

Livingston, Michael. 2011. A longitudinal analysis of alcohol outlet density and domestic violence. Addiction
106: 919–25. [CrossRef]

Lockwood, Charles. 2006. Bagby-to-Sabine: A new beginning. Urban Land 65: 110.
Loukaitou-Sideris, Anastasia. 1999. Hot spots of bus stop crime: The importance of environ mental attributes.

Journal of the American Planning Association 65: 395–411. [CrossRef]
Luedtke, Gerald. 1970. Crime and the Physical City: Neighborhood Design Techniques for Crime Reduction; Washington:

Department of Justice.
Matthews, Roger, Catherine Pease, and Ken Pease. 2001. Repeated bank robbery: Theme and variations. In Repeat

Victimization. Edited by Graham Farrell and Ken Pease. Monsey: Criminal Justice Press, pp. 153–64.
McCord, Eric, and Jerry Ratcliffe. 2009. Intensity value analysis and the criminogenic effects of land use features

on local crime patterns. Crime Patterns and Analysis 2: 17–30.
McCord, Eric, Jerry Ratcliffe, R. Marie Garcia, and Ralph B. Taylor. 2007. Nonresidential crime attractors and

generators elevate perceived neighborhood crime and incivilities. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency
44: 295–320. [CrossRef]

McIver, John. 1981. Criminal mobility: A review of empirical studies. In Crime Spillover. Edited by Simon Hakim
and George Rengert. Beverly Hills: Sage.

McNulty, Thomas, and Steven Holloway. 2000. Race, Crime and Public Housing in Atlanta: Testing a Conditional
Effect Hypothesis. Social Forces 79: 707–22. [CrossRef]

Mihinjac, Mateja, and Greg Saville. 2019. Third-Generation Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
(CPTED). Social Sciences 8: 182. [CrossRef]

Moffat, R. 1982. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design—A Management Perspective. Canadian Journal
of Criminology 25: 19–31.

Morgan, Andrew, and Peter Homel. 2013. Evaluating Crime Prevention: Lessons from Large-Scale Community Crime
Prevention Programs; Trends & Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice no. 458. Canberra: Australian Institute
of Criminology.

Newman, Oscar. 1972. Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent City. London: Architectural Press.
Newton, Andrew, and Kate Bowers. 2007. The Geography of Bus Shelter Damage: The influence of crime,

neighbourhood characteristics and land use. Internet Journal of Criminology. Available online: http:
//eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/474/1/NewtonGeography.pdf (accessed on 29 August 2019).

Phillips, P. 1980. Characteristics and typology of the journey to crime. In Crime: A Spatial Perspective. Edited by
Daniel Georges-Abeyie and Keith Harries. New York: Columbia University Press, pp. 167–80.

Phillips, David, and Danielle Sandler. 2015. Does public transit spread crime? Evidence from temporary rail
station closures. Regional Science and Urban Economics 52: 13–26. [CrossRef]

Ratcliffe, Jerry. 2011. How Near Is Near? Quantifying the Spatial Influence of Crime Attractors and Generators.
In Patterns, Prevention, and Geometry of Crime. Edited by Martin Andreson and Bryan J. Kinney. Monsey:
Criminal Justice Press.

Ratcliffe, Jerry. 2012. The Spatial Extent of Criminogenic Places: A Change- point Regression of Violence Around
Bars. Geographical Analysis 44: 302–20. [CrossRef]

Rengert, George, Alex Piquero, and Peter Jones. 1999. Distance decay re-examined. Criminology 37: 427–46.
[CrossRef]

Rengert, George, Jerry Ratcliffe, and Sanjoy Chakravorty. 2005. Policing Illegal Drug Markets: Geographic Approaches
to Crime Reduction. Monsey: Criminal Justice Press.

Ridgeway, Greg, and John MacDonald. 2017. Effect of rail transit on crime: A study of Los Angeles from 1988 to
2014. The Journal of Quantitative Criminology 33: 277–91. [CrossRef]

Roman, Caterina. 2005. Routine activities of youth and neighbourhood violence: Spatial modeling of place,
time, and crime. In Geographic Information Systems and Crime Analysis. Edited by Fahui Wang. Hershey:
Idea Group.

Roncek, Dennis. 1981. Dangerous places: Crime and residential environment. Social Forces 60: 74–96. [CrossRef]
Roncek, Dennis, and Ralph Bell. 1981. Bars, blocks, and crimes. Journal of Environmental Systems 11: 35–47.

[CrossRef]
Roncek, Dennis, and Donald Faggiani. 1985. High schools and crime: A replication. The Sociological Quarterly

26: 491–505. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2010.03333.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944369908976070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022427807301676
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sf/79.2.707
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/socsci8060182
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/474/1/NewtonGeography.pdf
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/474/1/NewtonGeography.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2015.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1538-4632.2012.00856.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00492.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10940-016-9296-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sf/60.1.74
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/R0G0-FRWY-100J-6KTB
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1985.tb00240.x


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 252 21 of 22

Roncek, Dennis, and Antoinette LoBosco. 1983. The effects of high schools on crime in their neighborhoods.
Social Science Quarterly 64: 598–613.

Roncek, Dennis, and Pamela Maier. 1991. Bars, blocks and crimes revisited: Linking the theory of routine activities
to the empiricism of “hot spots”. Criminology 29: 725–53. [CrossRef]

Roncek, Dennis W., Ralph Bell, and Jeffrey MA Francik. 1981. Housing Projects and Crime: Testing a Proximity
Hypothesis. Social Problems 29: 151–57. [CrossRef]

Rossmo, Kim. 2000. Geographic Profiling. Boca Raton: CRC Press.
Sampaio, Rosanna, and Marisa Mancini. 2007. Systematic review studies: A guide for careful synthesis of scientific

evidence. Revista Brasileira de Fisioterapia 11: 77–82.
Savage, Joanne, and Renee Souris. 2008. Mixed-Use Development and Crime. Interdisciplinary Design and

Research e-Journal, 2 Design and Livability. pp. 1–26. Available online: http://www.idrp.wsu.edu/ (accessed
on 12 June 2010).

Saville, Greg, and Gerry Cleveland. 1998. 2nd generation CPTED: An antidote to the social Y2K virus of
urban design. Paper presented at the 2nd Annual International CPTED Conference, Orlando, FL, USA,
August 29–30. Available online: www.cpted.net (accessed on 15 April 2019).

Saville, Greg, and Gerry Cleveland. 2008. Second-generation CPTED: The rise and fall of opportunity theory.
In 21st Century Security and CPTED: Designing for Critical Infrastructure Protection and Crime Prevention. Edited
by R. Atlas. Boca Raton: Taylor & Francis Ltd., pp. 79–90.

Sherman, Lawrence, Patrick Gartin, and Michael Buerger. 1989. Hot spots of predatory crime: Routine activities
and the criminology of place. Criminology 27: 27–56. [CrossRef]

Skogan, Wesley. 1990. Disorder and Decline: Crime and the Spiral of Decay in American Perceptions of Neighborhoods.
Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Smith, William, Sharon Frazee, and Elizabeth Davidson. 2000. Furthering the integration of routine activity theory
and social disorganisation theory: Small units of analysis and the study of street robbery as a diffusion
process. Criminology 38: 489–523. [CrossRef]

SooHyun, O, and Yong Jei Lee. 2016. Crime and land use in Pittsburgh: A micro-size grid-cell analysis of the
influence of land-uses on area crime. Crime and Community Safety 18: 204–27.

Spelman, William. 1993. Abandoned buildings: Magnets for crime? Journal of Criminal Justice 21: 481–95.
[CrossRef]

Stephenson, Larry. 1974. Spatial dispersion of intra-urban juvenile delinquency. Journal of Geography 73: 20–26.
[CrossRef]

Stucky, Thomas, and John Ottensmann. 2009. Land use and violent crime. Criminology 47: 1223–64. [CrossRef]
Sui, Daniel. 2004. Tobler’s First Law of Geography: A Big Idea for a Small World? Annals of the Association of

American Geographers 94: 269–77. [CrossRef]
Sypion-Dutkowska, Natalia, and Michael Leitner. 2017. Land use influencing the spatial distribution of urban

crime: A casestudy of Szczecin, Poland. ISPRS International Journal of Geo-Information 6: 74. [CrossRef]
Taylor, Ralph, Sally Shumaker, and Stephen Gottfredson. 1985. Neighborhood-level links between physical

features and local sentiments: Deterioration, fear of crime, and confidence. Journal of Architectural Planning
and Research 2: 14.

Teh, Bing-ru. 2008. Do Liquor Stores Increase Crime and Urban Decay? Evidence from Los Angeles. Working Paper.
Berkeley: University of California.

Tobler, Waldo. 1970. A computer movie simulating urban growth in the Detroit region. Economic Geography 46:
234–40. [CrossRef]

Tobler, Waldo. 1999. Linear pycnophylatic reallocation—Comment on a paper by D. Martin. International Journal
of Geographical Information Science 13: 85–90. [CrossRef]

Tompson, Lisa, Henry Partridge, and Naomi Shepherd. 2009. Hot routes: Developing a new technique for the
spatial analysis of crime. Crime Mapping: A Journal of Research and Practice 1: 77–96.

Turner, S. 1969. Delinquency and distance. In Delinquency: Selected Studies. Edited by Marvin Wolfgang and
Thorsten Sellin. New York: Wiley.

UNICRI (United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute (UNICRI), and Massachusetts Institute
of Technology (MIT)). 2011. Improving Urban Security through Green Environmental Design: New Energy
for Urban Security. UNICRI; MIT. Available online: http://www.unicri.it/news/files/2011-04-01_110414_
CRA_Urban_Security_sm.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2014).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1991.tb01086.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/800421
http://www.idrp.wsu.edu/
www.cpted.net
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1989.tb00862.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2000.tb00897.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0047-2352(93)90033-J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221347408985190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2009.00174.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8306.2004.09402003.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijgi6030074
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/143141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/136588199241472
http://www.unicri.it/news/files/2011-04-01_110414_CRA_ Urban_Security_sm.pdf
http://www.unicri.it/news/files/2011-04-01_110414_CRA_ Urban_Security_sm.pdf


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 252 22 of 22

Wilcox, Pamela, and John Eck. 2011. Criminology of the unpopular Implications for policy aimed at payday
lending facilities. Criminol Public Policy 10: 473–82. [CrossRef]

Wilcox, Pamela, Neil Quinsenberry, Debra Cabrera, and Shayne Jones. 2004. Busy places and broken windows?
Towards defining the role of physical structure and process in community crime models. Sociological Quarterly
45: 185–207. [CrossRef]

Willits, Dale, Lisa Broidy, and Kristine Denman. 2013. Schools, neighborhood risk factors, and crime. Crime &
Delinquency 59: 292–315.

Wo, James. 2019. Mixed land use and neighborhood crime. Social Science Research 78: 170–86. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Yang, Xiaowen. 2006. Exploring the Influence of Environmental Features on Residential Burglary Using Spatial-Temporal

Pattern Analysis. Florida: University of Florida, Available online: www://etd.fcla.edu/UF/UFE0013390/yang_
x.pdf (accessed on 15 April 2019).

Yue, Han, Xinyan Zhu, Xinyue Ye, and Wei Guo. 2017. The Local Colocation Patterns of Crime and Land-Use
Features in Wuhan, China. ISPRS International Journal of Geo-Information 6: 307. [CrossRef]

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00721.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.2004.tb00009.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2018.12.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30670214
www://etd.fcla.edu/UF/UFE0013390/yang_x.pdf
www://etd.fcla.edu/UF/UFE0013390/yang_x.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijgi6100307
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Geographical Juxtaposition in CPTED and Planning 
	Systematic Review of Literature Including the Concept of Geographical Juxtaposition 
	Literature on Geographic Juxtaposition Since 1968 
	Description of Practical Examples of GJ and Significance to Crime Prevention 
	Geographical Juxtaposition, Routine Activity Theory, and Crime Pattern Theory 
	Geographical Juxtaposition and Crime Risk Assessments 
	Geographical Juxtaposition and Positive and Negative Crime Feedback Loops 
	Geographical Juxtaposition and CPTED Methods 
	Four New Principles of CPTED 
	Geographical Juxtaposition is the Basis of ALL Crime and Crime Prevention Factors 
	Make CPTED Investment Inversely Proportional to the Distance of GJ Factors 
	Surveillance Obscuration and Crime Opportunities 
	Revision and Extension of the CPTED Principle of “Natural Surveillance” 
	Conclusions 
	References

