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1 INTRODUCTION

This report builds the starting point and fundament of the Graffolution research activities. It delivers
information from an extensive literature review focusing on the extent of graffiti vandalism in Europe
with specific concentration on public areas and transport. Early insights showed that the available
data on the extent of graffiti vandalism is very fractured which makes a consistent European wide
analysis challenging. The main problem is that there are very different forms of categorising graffiti
vandalism based on very different views on the topic. The report provides critical insights about
these existing categorisation models that are used to compare and understand graffiti vandalism.
With an international perspective it reviews existing graffiti vandalism categorisations and from the
literature a consistent categorisation model is developed thereby allowing the coherent restructuring
of data and subsequent integration into the Graffolution platform. In contrast to the degenerative
accounts of graffiti, the review also provides pertinent accounts of the prosocial regenerative effect

and use of graffiti and street art.

The following chapter describes the methodical approach that was chosen to gather and analyse the
available data in a consistent way. The next section delivers essential insights of the reviewed
sources and provides important background information on the gathered literature. The following
state of the art chapter is divided into three subsections. Firstly, various existing categorisation
models on graffiti vandalism are presented. Secondly concrete data (e.g. statistical data) is compiled
for public areas as well as for public transport. Thirdly the gathered information was used to deduct a
structured categorisation model. The implications chapter discusses main insights of the literature
review and the conclusion section will finally give an outlook on the upcoming deliverables of

Graffolution and how they will apply the insights gathered in this report.

© 2015 Graffolution | FP7-SEC 608152
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2 METHODOLOGY

A review was conducted collaboratively with all project partners to understand the extent of graffiti
vandalism and the state of the art in prevailing literature, management documentation, practice and

discourse surrounding graffiti vandalism.

A body of material' was sourced from (a) prior research and (b) through requests made to individual
and organisational contacts, predominantly from within the four partner countries - Austria,
Germany, Spain and the UK — but also the project Demonstration partners, and existing and new
European contacts (including the EU Crime Prevention Network) and international contacts, who
were each asked to recommend relevant sources, or additional leads who could point us to key
materials that may be relevant to the state of the art on graffiti vandalism (and its management)
within Europe. Predominantly the resulting sources were in English language (76%), even though
many of the sources were referred to us from non-natively English speaking countries, while the
main other languages represented included German (16%), Spanish and Catalan (5%), French (1%),
Swedish (1%) and Bulgarian (1%). The sources gathered were distributed across the project partners.

The material was initially sorted into categories pertaining to:

e Graffiti writers’ / Graffitists / Street Artists - perspectives and projects
e State / Local Authorities

e Transport

e Police / Enforcement / Crime Prevention / Crime Science

e Criminology / Politics / Economics / Environment

e Cultural / Social - perspectives & projects

e Design / Urbanism / Urban Policy

Rather than allocating a particular category to each partner, each partner was allocated a sample of
sources (documents) relevant across multiple categories, with the condition agreed that some
adjustment was made according to language capacity in each team, where by the partners in
Germany and Austria reviewed the sources published in German, the sources published in Spanish or
Catalan were mostly reviewed by the partners in Spain, and the UK partners reviewed predominantly

English sources, with a small number in (or translated from) Swedish, Spanish and Bulgarian.

The aim was to ensure each partner acquired a broader awareness of what is being written across
the terrain, related to graffiti. As the review progressed and more sources emerged they were added

to the list of documents to be reviewed.

! Referenced via the Graffolution Zotero library, located at https://www.zotero.org/groups/graffolution -

sources/items

2 Early on in this project some materials used the term ‘sprayers’, although we phased out our reliance on that
term following the literature review and interviews.

© 2015 Graffolution | FP7-SEC 608152
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An annotated bibliography was developed from more than 300 of the sources. Each partner
generated a 120-150 word review for each source (see Example in the Appendix). Each annotation
included five keywords from a predetermined list (see Appendix) that the reviewer considered most
relevant for that source. In many cases they were different to those used by the original author; as
the documents were tagged in specific relevance to the Graffolution project. If any additional
keywords were required and deemed relevant, they were added to the list with a statement of

justification.

Each source was given a prioritization rating with the project aims in mind: 1 high; 2 medium; 3 low.
If a source was prioritised as “3 low relevance”, the reasons why it does not contribute to the

Graffolution aims were noted.
The descriptive summaries considered:

o  Where does the work fit within the context of the Graffolution aims?

e What kind of source the material was: scholarly article, book chapter, website, video,
documentary, podcast, etc.

e What is the scope of the text e.g. does it focus on a single topic, or research area?

e Isthere a central hypothesis in the text?

e Ifso, how is that tested?

e What conclusions, if any, does the author draw?

e Does the text offer new insights into debates on the subject?

e Does the text primarily summarise existing works?

e Has it had an impact on other practice or writing in the field — e.g. is the work referenced

elsewhere in your reading?

After each partner had reviewed their allocated sources, a short (1-2 page) summary was developed
to highlight salient points and findings (see example in Appendix). These documents were then
reviewed by a different project partner to maintain quality, rigor and to reduce the risk of partial

readings. All material is structured and synthesized as documented in this report.

This detailed review process allowed to identify and screen the most relevant materials and also
ensured that all research partners achieved a well-founded understanding of the topic and the

various perspectives on graffiti. This is a crucial element for all upcoming tasks within the project.

© 2015 Graffolution | FP7-SEC 608152
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3 BACKGROUND

The identified literature is drawn from a broad range of sources and focuses on the European context
but also includes a number of materials from further afield including accounts of graffiti vandalism,
management and graffiti culture from the USA, Canada, New Zealand and Australia. The report
includes accounts of the historical and theoretical context of graffiti in addition to documentation
relating to the management and categorisation of graffiti, street art and graffiti vandalism. The
literature evidences definitions of graffiti, categorisation and causes and holds a wide range of
perspectives and positions including crime prevention, policing, policymaking, city councils as well as
cultural and academic perspectives. In addition, it reveals how these positions are related to the

duties and responsibilities of the relevant actors.

A notable project that represents the plurality of accounts included within the discourse- and this
report - is the Graffiti Dialogues Network (2010). This series of workshops and research activities -
which brought together members of city council departments, public transport organisations, police
units, anti-graffiti associations and cleaning companies, as well as graffiti writers, academics and
cultural and social engagement specialists - reflects that the different perspectives on graffiti and

vandalism are based on various duties, responsibilities and interests of the relevant actors.

Within the materials related to Public Areas and those related to Transport contexts, the sources
revealed both (i) evidence and methods for tackling graffiti as vandalism or ‘anti-social’ activity to be
reduced or prevented, but also (ii) rationale and approaches to graffiti through a socially constructive

lens, linked to promotion of ‘pro-social’ responses.

Accordingly, this report reflects sections on the extent of measures to tackle anti-social aspects of
graffiti and on the extent of measures to promote pro-social aspects, within both 4.2.2 on Public
Areas, and 4.2.3 on Transport contexts. We therefore introduce two categories; two broad views of

the management of graffiti vandalism deduced from the prevailing literature:

o Tackling anti-social aspects of graffiti: Degenerative accounts of graffiti (as vandalism),
and the prevention/reduction techniques used to tackle them.

e Promoting pro-social aspects of graffiti and street art: Constructive (generative,
regenerative and restorative) effects and uses as well as related responses to graffiti and
street art.

The sources reviewed demonstrate that in crime statistics graffiti is mainly categorised as forms of
anti-social behaviour, malicious damage or unauthorised devaluation of property. Here we especially
observe close associations between graffiti and minor ASBO (anti-social behaviour order) or illegal
patterns. The activity is very often grouped together and not distinguished from activities such as
littering, people being drunk or disorderly conduct in public spaces and is surveyed together with

other forms of vandalism and damage to property (Office for National Statistics UK, 2011). However
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other authors (e.g. San Diego Police Department, 2000) argue the need to distinguish incidents of
graffiti from all other vandalism reports in order to develop strategies to tackle the graffiti problem

effectively.

The screened materials also hold information on the cost of Graffiti Removal and Security Perception
(Association of London Government Transport and Environment Committee, 2005). Here the authors
primarily view graffiti as “a costly and annoying expression of anti-social behaviour that can

undermine our sense of well-being, making us feel uncomfortable in our own neighbourhoods” (p.3).

The gathered literature includes work identifying primary sites for graffiti vandalism, for example
Geason and Wilson (1990) categorise the primary sites for Graffiti Vandalism Spaces that are strongly
connected to graffiti are public housing, public transport, schools, public telephones and public

areas.

The British Transport Police Dedicated Graffiti Unit describe their understanding of graffiti offenders
(as they characterise them):
The typical offender? ... between 15 and 23, white, and also involved in low level drug use of
some kind. but that doesn’t describe everyone - some vandals continue into middle age, as
demonstrated by a 37-year-old currently in the Unit’s sights. The graffiti culture is all about
kudos... A writer’s status is based on how prolific they are, how well-executed their graffiti is
and where they do it, amongst other things. The more prolific the vandal is and the more high
profile their target - i.e. a train carriage - the more kudos they acquire. (BTP, 2011: 9)
However, while public bodies and officials focus on graffiti as an antisocial act, some authors and
commentators identify prosocial effects and opportunities linked to graffiti. This reveals that
categorisations as ‘anti-social’ and ‘criminal’ are not always productive or cost-efficient ways of
managing graffiti. Ferrell (1995) describes graffiti as a form of resistance which can be interpreted as
social construction rather than destruction, and which may or may not constitute vandalism,
dependent on multiple factors in parallel with legal status. On the other hand, it raises the fact that
graffiti has been commodified as a consumer product, and has multiple times been reported as a
market good (see, for example, Koon-Hwee, 2001; Theis, 2003; BBC, 2008; NUART, 2009; Cullinane,
2011; Vaughan, 2011; Molnar, 2011; Albro, 2014). We have seen graffiti and street art deployed as
‘guerrilla’ and ‘viral’ mediums for advertising and marketing campaigns (Lucas and Dorrian, 2006;
Himpe, 2006; Goldman and Papson, 2000) as well as for city promotion and tourism (BBC, 2014 &
2008; Vowles, 2012; Australia Network News, 2013; Cowper, 2008). Similarly, Halsey and Young
(2002) outline graffiti in terms of its diverse manifestations, its cultural forms and its causes.
Attention is thereby directed towards illegal graffiti in public areas, that is, on trains (although trains
are a part of the public transportation, they also exist within the public areas) and street walls.
However, they also argue that the line between legitimate and illegitimate images is far less defined
than expected. This is further considered in Hayward’s (2006) report of AskBristol that documents

that there is a difference between graffiti as vandalism and street art and that public perceptions of
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graffiti do not always align with the categorisation of graffiti as vandalism. Johnson (2011) explains
the relation between disorder and crime in a community and shows that the different perceptions
that society has about graffiti depend on what kind of graffiti people see and in what contexts.

lllegitimate graffiti is not clearly a problem of crime or community safety in every instance.

In a more extreme thesis D’Amico and Block (2004), argue that graffiti should not be illegal, rather
that it is not vandalism but an attack upon ‘illegitimate government’ of space and cities. Wilson
(1987) writes that graffiti and vandalism cannot be seen as a static phenomenon, but rather shows
dynamic variety in type and intensity that differentiate between countries and even between the
cities of one country. These arguments can be associated with Cohen’s (1972) seven categories of
vandalism which details that vandalism is neither meaningless nor does it come in one simple form
and that graffiti vandalism is not simple to categorise (see Petterson & Stafford, 2004; Wilson &
Healy, 1986).

In contrast to ‘illegal activity’, the literature includes accounts of the use of graffiti by ‘legitimate
bodies’ in advertising and public service campaigns. For example graffiti has been used as an
advertising method for the police in New Zealand in their Christchurch ambient recruitment
campaign (Doak, 2011). This is significant in that increasing numbers of law enforcement services
(separately for example, Cheshire and Northumbria Police, UK) are using graffiti techniques for their
own purposes and campaigns. This highlights the importance of questions related to what is being

prevented and how notions of BWT/disorder and pro-social are defined in practice.

Reviewed materials also hold sources that give a background overview towards the categorisation of
graffiti as vandalism and the cultural origins of the practice. Young (2014) examines the histories and
taxonomies of street art, the motivations of street artists, the experiences of making street art and
spectating street art in public space. Ferrell (1995) inquires about the ethical and cultural origins of
graffiti as a product of political issues, authority and control. Lachman (1995) explains the
development of graffiti in the different urban spaces. Klausner (n.d.) argues that rather than modern
artists or academics, it was graffiti that was able to provide an honest representation of the
conditions in the American society in the post-war era and argues that the graffiti artists grew up in
modern urban living conditions. Klausner (n.d) and Fox Gotham, et al. (2001) detail Manual Castell’s
argument that space is “not a reflection of society, it is its expression. In other words: space is not a
photocopy of society, it is society”. In similar terms Borja and Muxi (2003) describe how culture and
publics are defined through the activities and discourses played out in all kinds of shared urban
contexts, be they public, privately managed ‘public’ areas, or transport. The authors insist that these
spaces should guarantee equality through forms of appropriation on behalf of different social or
cultural collectives, leaving the challenge as between affording wider definitions of “citizenship” or

else “barbarism”. The following expands on these themes specifically focusing on the problem and

10
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management of graffiti vandalism in the European context, and in parallel, the opportunities that

regenerative approaches to graffiti management and categorisation might offer.

11
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4 STATE OF THE ART

4.1 Graffiti vandalism categorisation models

The review identifies a number of approaches used to categorise graffiti and graffiti vandalism. These
include categorisation according to the type, form and the style of graffiti; categorisation according
to the motivations of the graffiti writer; categorisation according to legal conditions and graffiti as an
offence. Additionally the review identified categorisation, hierarchies and quality management and
informal rules from within the practice and culture of graffiti writing. The categorisation models are
relevant to and useful for both Public Areas and Public Transport. If a certain aspect refers more
specifically to one of these two contexts, then this is noted. For example, in 4.4.1 the discussions on
graffiti as typical youth crime are specified in terms of the context they refer to. However, 4.2 on the
extent of graffiti vandalism clearly differentiates Public Areas and Public Transport, and delves into

the details of factors, impacts, and stakeholders in these two specific contexts.

Related to graffiti categorisation models as well as subsequent stages of the wider Graffolution
project, the D2.1 Appendix includes a Working Glossary for Graffolution (8.4) as well as a Graffolution
Actor Typology (8.5). The Working Glossary is treated as a live document, which has already been
updated a number of times since the original submission of D2.1, so the current latest version is now
included in this updated submission. The Actor Typology provides a more detailed break-down for
the categories and groupings of actors, the types of disciplines, communities, organisations and

individuals represented, through the Actor types used within Graffolution.

4.1.1 Categorisation according to forms and styles

The review reveals categories for graffiti styles, case studies, statistical data, attitudes towards
graffiti, factors influencing reporting of graffiti and graffiti tackling strategies. The authors categorise
graffiti into a number of types. There is however a grey area in which the definition of certain
categories are related to both the forms and styles but also to the motivations behind the graffiti.
These two dimensions are often intertwined. For instance advertising and gang graffiti. Accordingly,
where possible some of these are discussed towards the latter part of this forms and styles section
(4.1.1), in the lead up to the section on motivations (4.2.2). The graffiti types categorised in the
Campbell, Keep Britain Tidy (2008) report include: tags, stencils, contentious graffiti, scratches, gang
graffiti, conventional graffiti, ideological graffiti, juvenile and ghost. The Campbell report takes a
slightly more neutral approach than some by categorising graffiti based on forms and styles (e.g.
tags, stencil, scratches), but also includes partial terms like ‘contentious’. Weisel (2004 & 2009)
presents four different types/categories of graffiti are presented: gang graffiti, tagger graffiti,
conventional graffiti, and ideological graffiti. For each category featured styles and underlying
motives are presented and may be useful to consider in the development of any categorisation

model.

12
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The following listing is developed principally from the work of Callin (2002), Weisel (2004), Keep

Britain Tidy (Encams) (2007), and others. Categories discussed include but are not limited to:

Tags: Common tags and artistic tags

Campbell (Encams / Keep Britain Tidy) (2007) describes tags as: “Stylised personal graphic identifiers
depicting names or nicknames, which are often large and in bold colours. Tags can be pictorial,
drawn free hand or using stencils, and are usually painted with spray cans or drawn with marker
pens” (6). Tagger graffiti is divided into two sections: common tags and artistic tags. Artistic tagger
graffiti involves creative expression, providing a source of pride in the creation of complex works of
art. Most taggers seek notoriety and recognition of their graffiti (Brassai, 1993). In the context of the
artistic tagger, recognition and prestige link us to categorisation within graffiti sub-cultures and
artistic hierarchy. Accordingly, prolonged visibility due to the sheer volume, scale and complexity of
the graffiti, and placement of the graffiti in hard-to-reach places or in transit systems, enhances
satisfaction (Weisel, 2004; Keats, 2008). A tagger expresses the same motif over and over again,

which becomes the tagger's unique signature that can be recognised.

Many graffiti writers are also members of groups known as ‘crews’ that regularly meet in person or
online to discuss where to write their graffiti. Crews are formed by members of varying age groups,
who have a ‘crew tag’ as well as their own individual ones and may follow codes of conduct such as
not placing their tags on places of worship, trees or over another person’s tag (Uncategorised, 2006;
Keats, 2008). While tags generally have simple designs, the more elaborate and complex forms of
graffiti are also part of the tagging culture. These types of graffiti are more difficult and time-
consuming to produce than simple tags and are understood to be underpinned in greater part by
artistic motives.

An important point here is that unlike gang graffiti, tag graffiti represents personal expressions of the
taggers, and they are an end in themselves, not a threat of something else (U.S. Department of
Justice, 1999). Another difference is that crews’ primary focus is the graffiti, while gangs use graffiti
as a form of communication to define their territories and promote their criminal activities (Alonso,
1998; Keats, 2008).

Hip hop graffiti

This is defined a form of graffiti that involves a person using spray paint, or wide felt tip pens, to
write or draw an identifying word, similar to a nickname, on a space that is generally exposed to the
public, most infamously on trains and the walls of buildings. Its origin is generally identified to be
New York City of the 1970’s. Chang (2005) also defines how graffiti was not a phenomenon in itself
but part of the hip-hop culture, which was embedded in the lives of the urban citizens in New York. It
is closely aligned with hip hop music culture, in that people who practice graffiti are also interested in

hip hop music and associated activities such as break dancing. It is therefore referred to commonly as

13
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‘hip hop graffiti’. Over the years, hip-hop graffiti has developed its own culture, including history,

rules, language and legend.

Scratches
Marks caused by the deliberate use of a sharp instrument to cut into painted surfaces, wood, plastic,
brick etc. However, if these scratches form words, then they should be classified as ‘juvenile’ or ‘tags’

as appropriate” (Keep Britain Tidy (Encams), 2007)

Political/social

Involves words expressing a political or social viewpoint displayed in a prominent public place.
Political/social graffiti can be random or organised. Many will be familiar with the Billboard Utilising
Graffitist Against Unhealthy Promotions (‘BUGA UP’) movement in the 1980’s. BUGA Up was
responsible for attacking the advertising billboards of cigarette companies all over Sydney and in

other parts of NSW and Australia by spray-painting slogans and the BUGA UP name.

Stencil
Any graffiti which has been sprayed through a stencil, unless it is deemed that it forms a ‘tag’ (Keep
Britain Tidy (Encams), 2007)

Humorous
Opportunistic writing of a humorous nature often appears on advertising billboards, bathroom doors

and walls.

Racist
Racist graffiti vilifying certain groups in different communities occurs on city walls, bathrooms, and

public transport.

Offensive graffiti
Brighton Council (2013) and Pascoe (2011) detail offensive graffiti as any words or images, which may

be: ageist; anti-faith; homophobic; personal; political; racist; sexist; and/or swear words.

Contentious

Closely related to offensive graffiti. “Any graffiti, which could be offensive to particular members of
the general public. This would include any obscene, racist, political or religious graffiti” (Keep Britain
Tidy (Encams), 2007).

Malicious
Pointless, malicious graffiti includes scratches, names, obscenities and other words written or
marked into a variety of surfaces including seats on public transport, school yards, public toilets etc.

As noted above, it appears that the practice of ‘tagging’ is becoming more and more distinguished
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from hip hop graffiti culture and can more accurately be located within this category of malicious
graffiti. Some other forms of vandalism, such as slashing seats on trains, are closely related to this

form of graffiti.

Juvenile
“Generally takes the form of “x loves y” type messages or lists of first names. They are usually

written with felt-tip or marker pens’’ (Keep Britain Tidy (Encams), 2007)

Ghost
“Graffiti which has been partially removed or has faded to such an extent that it is has lost its initial

visual impact’’ (Keep Britain Tidy (Encams), 2007).

Ideological graffiti

Ideological graffiti expresses hostility or a grievance — often quite explicitly. In its content such graffiti
is usually reflects a political, religious, ethnic, or other bias. For example, racist graffiti goes into this
category (Heward & Hook 2013). Offenders may strategically target certain locations to further the
message (Weisel, 2004; Keats, 2008).

Gang Graffiti

Some gangs use Graffiti as a method of marking out territory and intimidating rival gang members. In
contrast to conventional and ideological graffiti, the primary motive for gang graffiti is tactical; the
graffiti serves as a public form of communication — to mark turf, convey threats or boast of
achievements (Weisel, 2004, 2009; Keats, 2008). Alonso (1998) explains that gang graffiti serves a) as
an important text to understand the groups that practice graffiti writing, as the graffiti delineates
space, and re-emphasises existing territory, b) as a tool of communication, as it constantly challenges
the hegemonic discourses of the dominant, and c) as an aid to understand the social and cultural
positioning of these marginalized groups. Gang graffiti are intended to represent the presence of a
gang, and possibly convey a threat of gang violence in the neighbourhood (U.S. Department of
Justice, 1999).

While this form of graffiti is widespread in many American cities, sources reviewed suggest it is far
less common in Europe and Australia (Weisel, 2004; Griffin Security Consultants, 2008). This is
primarily because there are not as many gangs operating in European or Australian cities and those
that do, such as bikie gangs, do not generally use graffiti. “Often used by gangs to mark turf or
convey threats of violence, and sometimes copycat graffiti, which mimics gang graffiti”’ (Keats, 2008;
Heward & Hook, 2013; Weisel, 2004). Among the empirical and statistically evidenced examples, one
paper (Barbaro, et al. 2013) reports that gang territory formation (in public areas) does not depend

on gang-to-gang interactions if gang graffiti is occurring. Barbaro asserts that this can have negative
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and positive implications, in increases of gang-associated risks but also possible reductions of

physical violence associated with gang-to-gang interactions.

Graffiti advertising

This category focuses on advertising in public spaces and the relation between graffiti and
advertising. The literature here acknowledges graffiti as part of the spaces people inhabit. This leads
to the idea that the major factors that drive attitudes towards graffiti and “graffiti prevention” are
authorship (who is responsible) and aesthetics (what appears) of the signs that occupy the space
(Halsey & Young, 2002; Hayward, 2006; McNichols, 2006; Lederman, 2012; Graffiti.org, 2014). This
takes us to the existence of other signs and practices such as advertising in public spaces.

Respectively, Halsey and Young argue:

...the line separating so-called “archetypal” instances of graffiti (pieces, tags, slogans) from
other forms and techniques of marking the world, is a line far less defined than any
straightforward opposition between legitimate and illegitimate images. For, in a sense, are
not companies like Nike, Coca-Cola and McDonalds prime examples of what might be termed

”

“corporate taggers”, “corporate muralists” and “corporate sloganeers”? (2002: 180)

This understanding leads to a link between advertising and graffiti, where both practices share
messages in public spaces. Another point here is branding through graffiti, where for example,
corporate companies use graffiti style in their commercials or packaging (Koon-Hwee, 2001). This is
taken to the next level by police units or anti-graffiti organisations using graffiti styles to promote

graffiti prevention or other public announcement campaigns (Doak, 2011).

Closely related to the discussions above, we also observe the emergence of graffiti as a reaction to
advertising, and the motivation behind graffiti writing as a way to reclaim public spaces from
excessive commercialisation (McNichols, 2006 & 2014; Molnar, 2011). This is very much link to the
following model “Categorisation according to motivation”. The key question here is about the

availability of public space and to whom it is available to:

Why, they [graffiti art community] wonder, can Coke, Wells Fargo, the IRS or the Army inject
themselves so easily into our public space, while artists and activists with a variety of critiques
must stand on the sidelines or be accused of creating "visual pollution"? (McNichols, 2006)

Accordingly, it is argued here that graffiti, specifically critical works, have the ability to question the

dominance of the consumer culture, and advertising as an essential part of this culture, which take

place in the public spaces (Mouffe, 2007).

Evolution and development of practice
This is not a categorisation in itself but helps to understand that many graffiti writers switch or
progress from one style to another over time, and that writers frequently operate across more than

one category in parallel. Separate insights from multiple contributors to the Graffiti Dialogues
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Network workshops (2008-2014), suggest that the majority of graffiti writers or graffiti vandals
experience, intentionally or unintentionally, a journey, or evolving ‘career’ (Farington, 1992) through
their practice and activities. The most likely possible stages, steps or experiences are described in
conversation colloquially but usefully as: “Get up”; “Get bored”; “Grow up”; “Get nicked”; “Get a
USP” (Gamman, 2011; Meredith, 2013). These have no fixed order, though they helpfully remind us
of some of the key differences in perspective and evolution among practitioners of graffiti. Some
start less destructive and end up more destructive, while others start more destructive and end up
less destructive and more constructive. The sources reviewed make clear that Graffiti writers and
their activities are certainly not all the same and most change forms (categories) of intervention
(including destructive and constructive interventions) and approaches over time (Bannister, 2013;
Cullinane, 2011; Haworth et al., 2013; Iveson, 2008; Lewisohn, 2009; McAuliffe, 2013; Neelon, 2003;
Stik, 2010). This problematises policies and modes of categorisation which group graffiti or graffiti
vandalism activities and other crimes into mixed classifications - for example Keizer et al. (2008) on
broken windows theory, or HM Government, UK (1971) on criminal damage. Graffiti practitioners
also experiment with making different legal and illegal works simultaneously and develop their
practice according to situation, context, opportunity, political and cultural trends and spend time
finding and evolving their own ‘styles’ or ‘approaches’ (Meredith, 2013; Cullinane, 2011; Gamman &
Willcocks, 2009; Woodward, 2009; Clarke, 1973).

4.1.2 Categorisation according to Motivation

A number of sources reviewed categorise graffiti vandalism according to motivations. The literature
that focuses on the categorisation based on motivations argue that in order to develop a better
understanding of graffiti and vandalism, and develop sustainable solutions to tackle with the
problem, there is a need to identify different types of graffiti and distinguish the various motivations
behind the act (see, for example, Wilson & Healy, 1986; Lachman, 1995; Young, 2014). In this
context, Lachman (1995) argues that the motivation is the main reason for a possible graffiti writer to
create a painting on a wall. Here a crucial point is to come up with a framework that helps clarify the
motivations behind graffiti vandalism or other graffiti acts, and determines the appropriateness of
various responses to it. These responses tend to vary and depend on the perceptions of individuals
or organisations (Cohen, 1973; Wilson & Healy, 1986).

Within the literature we can identify a number of different types of graffiti: conventional graffiti,
ideological graffiti, gang graffiti, tagger graffiti (common tags and artistic tags) and finally graffiti
motivated to reclaim public spaces (Keats, 2008; Weisel, 2004 & 2009; U.S. Department of Justice,
1999; Kennedy, Braga & Piehl, 1997; Heward & Hook, 2013; McNichols, 2006). The discussions here
points to the paradoxical nature of graffiti writing, a) as vandalism, but also b) freedom of expression
and c) art; and therefore does not categorise the act of graffiti writing as an anti-social behaviour or

vandalism as a whole. Yet, it establishes vandalism as part of it.
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British Transport Police (2012) identify ‘Serious vandals versus opportunistic scrawler’ as two key
graffiti vandal groups, however they do not define what they mean by them. The lack of definition

limits the application of these categories.

The Graffolution deliverable D2.2 explores the motivations further, particularly in terms of ‘influence

factors’, drawing on learning from the literature review and from interviewed graffiti writers.

Conventional Graffiti

While not exclusively a motivation, style or form ‘conventional graffiti’ is a term used by a number of
authors to discuss commonly held perceptions of what ‘graffiti’ may refer to and motivations
variously associated to familiar forms. ‘Conventional graffiti’ often refers mostly to tagging. While it
can be seen as a non-malicious act, it can also reflect hostility towards society. Traditionally
conventional graffiti is represented as a youthful "rite of passage" (Weisel, 2004, 2009; Koon-Hwee,
2001). This type of graffiti tends to be spontaneous and not malicious in nature. They tend to be
isolated acts and give basic messages such as ‘Paul was here’. They are simple in design and do not
have any artistic motivations — unlike the larger and more elaborate forms of graffiti (see
categorisation based on form and style) (Keats, 2008). They tend to appear in “fair targets” such as
abandoned buildings or schools. On the other hand, some conventional graffiti may arise from
deeper negative emotions such as despair, resentment, failure, and/or frustration, in which case it
may be vindictive or malicious (Weisel, 2004). In these cases vandalism becomes almost a cathartic

act.

4.1.3 Categorisation within Graffiti Culture

The literature illustrates the systems of quality management existing within the community of
practice. Accounts of self-policing are cited. Spicer (2005, 2007) analyses hierarchies within graffiti
subcultures and related categorisation is based on skill level. Among practitioners there are certain
taboos when writing. For example, it is argued that memorials, private properties and places of
worship are typically respected by graffiti writers and are usually not targeted (You Suck Until Further
Notice, 2006; Colt 45, 2010). The literature reveals some of the key dont's: writing on houses of
worship, people’s houses, other writer’'s names, tombstones, memorial walls and cars as well as
involving civilians in one’s practice. The excerpt reflects, as opposed to what some may suggest,
graffiti writing is not without rules and should not be considered as an uncontrollable phenomenon.
It is significant in the way that it provides information on how some graffiti writers approach their

practice. Here, we observe graffiti artists as a sub-type within graffiti writer.
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4.1.4 Categorisation based on offence

The literature evidenced a number of organisations where the act of writing is always considered
anti-social and criminal. It is categorised as anti-social behaviour such as littering, people being drunk
or rowdy in public spaces or drug dealing and often surveyed together with other forms of vandalism
and damage to property (Office for National Statistics (UK), 2011). UK Criminologists Begum, Johnson
and Ekblom (2009) categorise graffiti as a form of anti-social behaviour. Stafford (2003) writes how
graffiti means a careless and indifferent society arguing that it follows Wilson and Kelling’s (1982)

broken windows theory.

Kelling and Wilson’s (1982) broken windows theory is a criminological theory of the norm setting and
signalling effect of urban disorder and vandalism on additional crime and anti-social behaviour.
Keizer, Lindenberg and Steg (2008) imply that all graffiti generates the same negative effect and
builds towards disorder, however their study does not measure other factors in the environment
where graffiti has been carried out. It is therefore difficult to know if graffiti is the absolute and only
contributing factor to building urban disorder and leads to further anti social behaviour (ASB),
vandalism and criminality. Following on from this, the Tipping Point by Malcolm Gladwell (2002)
asserted that Kelling and Wilson’s theory fits within and is supported by the notion that ideas,
behaviour, messages, and products often spread like outbreaks of infectious disease, which cause
major changes in our society that often happen suddenly and unexpectedly. However, more recently
in interview with Jon Ronson for the BBC, Malcolm Gladwell has expressed that he ‘overstated’ in
regard to his blanket support for broken windows theory in writing for the Tipping Point and that if
he could, he would like to review how his writing has been widely interpreted (Ronson, 2013). This is
significant in relation to policy on graffiti vandalism, much of which has been influenced by the

theories of broken windows and the tipping point.
Vandalism, graffiti and environmental nuisance

Vandalism is most commonly defined as (any or all of) meaningless, wanton, malicious, and ignorant.
Wilful, senseless damage or devaluation of others' or public property or property which has some
inherent artistic, social or historical value. Geason and Wilson (1990) gathered existent types of
vandalism (e.g. acquisitive vandalism, tactical vandalism, ideological vandalism) and possible
motivations (e.g. boredom, revenge, anger, exploration, aesthetic experience etc.) and connect them

to graffiti vandalism.
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OFFENCE CATEGORISATION EXAMPLES |

The UK Criminal Damage Act 1971 makes graffiti and other forms of vandalism a criminal offence. If the value of the damage is less than £5,000, the
penalty is a maximum fine of £2,500 and/or three months imprisonment [Section 33[1] Magistrates' Court Act 1980] and the court may also make a

Compensation Order.

Aiding or abetting the act of graffiti and other vandalism attracts the same penalty. It is unclear however whether this would apply to a shopkeeper who
recklessly sells spray cans to a minor/youth? English common or case law would be different from how it is handled in Roman law-based countries, for

example, France.

Possessing equipment with intent to cause damage is also an offence in the UK and, if intent can be proven to the court, a spray paint can would be

included as such equipment.

Clarke (1997) assessed measures of crime prevention. He highlights the need to focus on the solution of the problem in the configuration of the crime
itself, and not of the criminals, as it has traditionally been done: the accent is placed on detecting and punishing the criminal, but not stopping the crime.
An increase of countermeasures has seemed sufficient but the article describes this as problematic in trying to control crime: instead of reducing crime, it
increases the security sensitivity of the population, and leads to increased surveillance and social control. Thus, the author proposes 25 techniques to
reduce the opportunity for crime, through increased security measures and the increase in the perception of risk. Significant to note are the indicated
successes of the plan - reporting crime reductions of about 50% - and also failures, which can both serve as a guide or example for the Graffolution

project.
Arguably Clarke does not consider the impact of isolated security measures on wider environments and perceptions of different communities.

The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 introduced Anti-Social Behaviour Orders that can be applied to anyone over the age of 10 years who causes harassment,

alarm or distress to others through his or her actions.

The Criminal Justice and Police Act 2001 includes a provision that allows the police to issue a fixed penalty notice to a person aged 18 years or older found
committing an act of criminal damage. The consultation paper that preceded the legislation commented that only minor examples of this offence would

be suitable for a fixed penalty.
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OFFENCE CATEGORISATION EXAMPLES II

In March 2001, the UK Government made available financial support for local authority schemes to tackle litter. The Government also set out a new code
of conduct to reduce takeaway litter and an advisory group to review existing legislation. Many local authorities already had litter wardens and issue £25
fixed penalty notices to those responsible for litter. Magistrates have the power to fine individuals up to £2,500 for non-payment. In response to
increasing public concern, the Anti Social Behaviour Unit was set up in the Home Office in January 2003. That Unit has developed an Anti Social Behaviour

Action Plan and disseminated good practice for tackling such behaviour through Anti Social Behaviour Orders and Acceptable Behaviour Contracts.

The 2003 Anti Social Behaviour Bill has the objective of providing the tools for practitioners and agencies to effectively tackle anti social behaviour. It
contains measures drawn up from across five Government Departments and aims to clarify, streamline and reinforce the powers available to practitioners

(Department of Transport, 2003).

The Department for Environment and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) categorises ‘Graffiti and Fly-Posting’ as a single anti-social offence, which can attract fixed
penalty notices (FPN) of between £50-80 GBP, with the default set at £75 GBP, under section s.43 of the ASB Act 2003. The legislation s.96 CNEA in fact
groups penalties for “graffiti and fly-posting” within “Litter; Litter Clearing Notices; Street Litter Control; Notices; Unauthorised distribution of literature;
Graffiti and fly-posting; Dog Control Orders” (DEFRA, 2006).

StatCentral, Ireland’s official statistics portal, classifies Graffiti within its categorisation for vandalism together with other kinds of damage: Vandalism:
Graffiti; Broken windows or doors; Damaged fences etc.; Other property damage; Vehicle damage to windows or doors; Other vehicle damage; Other
(StatCentral.ie, 2014).
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Vandalism and graffiti do not come in one simple form. Moreover vandalism is not a precise label for
a legal offence but a colloquial term with a strong emotive connotation. Its popular usage is
imprecise and the meaning attached to it tends to differ according to the definer's point of view. This
often results in a stereotyped use of 'vandalism' as a label, which obscures both the reasons for the
behaviour, and the appropriateness of the social control measures, which are encouraged or justified

by the term's emotive connotations.

Cohen’s (1973) seven categories of vandalism, encompassing but not limited to graffiti, provides not
only a clarification of the motivation for vandalism but also a framework for determining

appropriateness of various responses to it.

1  Acquisitive vandalism. Damage done in order to acquire money or property, e.g. damaging
telephone boxes

2 Tactical vandalism. Damage done as conscious tactic to achieve another end.
Ideological vandalism. Damage done to further a cause or communicate a message, e.g. slogans
on buildings

4  Vindictive vandalism. Damage done to gain revenge, e.g. breaking school windows because of
perceived unfairness by teachers

5 Play vandalism. Damage inflicted incidentally or deliberately as part of a game or competition,
e.g. who can break the most window

6 Malicious vandalism. Damage as an expression of rage or frustration, e.g. scratching the
paintwork on expensive cars

7 Innocuous vandalism. Damage done to property defined by youth as unimportant or of no value,

e.g. slashing railway seats.

Within the data analysed (surveys and complaint statistics from the UK, Germany and Austria)
innocuous vandalism damage to property comes across as a main heading (Bundesministerium des
Innern 2010; BM.l Bundesministerium fir Inneres 2010 Kemme et al., 2011; Polizeiprasident Berlin
2007 and 2013; Islington Council, 2014). Here, however the data cover graffiti along with other
factors that causes property damage, which makes it hard to comprehend how much of the damage

was directly caused by graffiti vandalism.

Further aspects of offender motivation are covered at a generic level in criminology rather than
specific to graffiti. The Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity (Ekblom, 2010) draws together several
approaches in Situational Crime Prevention and identifies a range of immediate causes of criminal

events and behaviour, and in particular distinguishes between an actual or potential offenders:
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e Predisposition to offend (which could include attitudes to public/private property,
aggression, and a range of more or less permanent goals relating to Cohen's classification eg
the need to play, the need for revenge etc (Ekblom 2007).

e Resources to avoid offending (eg empathy with potential victims, self-control, wherewithall
for finding legitimate entertainment)

e Readiness to offend (shorter-term state of motivation/emotion covering eg boredom, stress,
need for esteem or excitement here and now)

e Decision to offend in the immediate crime situation (based on perception of risk of arrest or
other harm, effort and reward including the rewards that relate to Cohen's goals)

Wortley (2008) describes a two-stage crime precipitation process in which motivation/emotion are
awakened by influences in the crime situation (or close before it in space and time) and that
motivation then leads the offender to exploit or otherwise respond to the crime opportunity in that
situation. Precipitators comprise Prompts (alerting them to a suitable target, occasion or place for
graffiti — e.g. presence of prior graffiti), Provocations (e.g a poster seen as authoritarian), Permissions

and Pressures (e.g. from any peers present).

Graffiti is also listed within the potential factors that can separately lead to fear of crime in public
spaces such as being drunk in public, making noise, and littering as well as robbery, car theft and
burglary (Gary et al. 2008; Breetzke and Pearson, 2014). This recognises graffiti as a visible “signal of
risk” (Innes 2004). This also leads to graffiti or other anti-social behaviours’ potential to encourage
further anti-social activities. This leads to a significant point: concern of crime, feeling of insecurity
and fear are the products of social construction of the crime (Innes 2004). Accordingly, the
perception of security and insecurity depend on a) the view of individuals, b) where the graffiti is
observed, and c) what kind of graffiti is observed (Johnson, 2011; Arudo 2003; Breetzke and Pearson,
2014; Kirchner 2014). For example, in terms of understanding the relationship between disorder and
fear of crime we need to take into account other factors in a given space such as bad livelihood
conditions and poverty (social conditions) and vulnerability (individual factors) (Breetzke and
Pearson, 2014). Here another factor is media’s role in encouraging social panics (Innes 2004). These
discussions are useful in relation to understanding the perception of crime in public spaces as an
“system” or an “engine” and graffiti in specific instances becoming a part of these dynamically
interacting factors. The discussions here also can be interpreted as the criminalization of graffiti can

lead to fear of graffiti and has influence over its perception.

While categorised as anti social behaviour, within criminology there are a number of subcategories
used to define the act in terms of severity and or situation. Begum, Johnson and Ekblom (2009)
subcategorise writing as environmental Anti Social Behaviour. Moreover, in practice in order to
adjust their countermeasures, within the transportation context the British Transport Police (2012)
divides perpetrators in two categories: the serious vandal and the scrawler. Transport for London

(TfL) defines the ‘Serious Vandal’ as someone who is often involved with other types of crime, such

23
© 2015 Graffolution | FP7-SEC 608152



D2.1 GRAFFITI VANDALISM IN PUBLIC AREAS AND -
GRAFFOLUTION =
TRANSPORT REPORT AND CATEGORISATION MODEL Understand . Collaborate . Improve

as drugs and robberies, and our efforts to bring them to justice can help to reduce other instances of

crime on the railways too. The ‘Scrawler’ is an opportunist.

Graffiti as typical youth crime

Jacobson & Kirby (2012) and Spicer, (2005 & 2007) describe graffiti as typical youth crime and anti-
social behaviour. Additionally, Landeskriminalamt NRW (2006). categorise graffiti as a symptom of
‘youth delinquency’ as a whole. Geason, S., Wilson P. R. (1990). Theories of vandalism link graffiti
vandalism to youth delinquency and The Youth Action Bulletin briefly describes negative effects of
vandalism and graffiti vandalism. (US Department of Justice and Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, 1998). However, in practice there are other accounts of the main
perpetrators for example in the UK London transport context John Strutton, Community Safety and
Crime Prevention manager for Transport for London states that based on TfL research most of the

graffiti is not done by youths or juveniles but by adults (Strutton, 2011).

In the context of UK public areas, Home Office 2008/09 British Crime Survey that covers England and
Wales reveals that two-thirds of people either did not perceive a problem with any of the seven
types of ASB or perceived a problem with only one of them (43% and 18% respectively). When three
types of ASB were perceived together, the most common combinations were teenagers hanging

around, litter and vandalism or graffiti (Flatley, et al., 2009).

Again In the context of UK public areas, Cooper (2011) includes graffiti as an example youth crime
that can be dealt with successfully through restorative justice measures. He writes that the
"restorative justice method helps young people understand the harm caused by their actions without

ruining their lives with a criminal record” (p.1).

Graffiti as gender-weighted activity

The issue of gender did not appear frequently during the literature review, although some sources
and authors do confirm that this is a predominantly masculine activity (e.g. Castleman, 2011; Rahn,
2002; Macdonald, 2002; Bates et.al 1980). There is some evidence of a number of female ‘street

artists’ (Young, 2013; Acton 2010; Signal Project, 2009) but less reported as graffiti writers or vandals.

4.1.5 Categorisations related to those who produce graffiti

How do we characterise those who produce graffiti? For the purposes of Graffolution research and
deliverables, we have predominantly referred to the term ‘graffiti writer’, as one of the least-biased
and most readily understood terms we could identify. Inevitably it is not without its problems. Some
crime prevention practitioners consider this term too flattering, while some who make graffiti prefer
to be referred to as artists, or indeed vandals. However, the reality is that many of the related

practices have either direct or associated connection with, writing letters or words using graffiti
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styles, approaches and methods. Hence our use of the term ‘graffiti writer’ does not in itself
intentionally prejudge in favour, of or against, the individuals who make the graffiti interventions in
public areas and/or transport contexts. Rather the term refers to the material practice itself. We
could have equally used other terms, such as ‘graffitist’ (not common in English, although its
translations work well in certain other languages), ‘graffiti painter’, ‘graffiti producer’ other
comparable, or other near-impartial terms but we did not see fit to introduce additional lexicon in

this, already jargon-dense territory.

Within the deliverables, we have also used other more loaded terms ranging from ‘offender’, to
‘perpetrator’, through to ‘tagger’, ‘street artist’, and more. In these cases, it is typically because we

are referring to perspectives taken by others.

How the graffiti producer is labelled and characterised between dutyholders and stakeholders
depends totally on the discourse being adopted, and if — as suggested — we need awareness and
agility to switch discourses as appropriate, there can be no single ‘right answer. However, it may be
possible to establish a convention to create as much terminological stability as possible. It may also
be necessary to simplify things for end-users of Graffolution outputs, though over-simplification will

likely incur penalties in the long run.

From perspective of crime prevention and legal processes, it is important to distinguish
the positions of crime prevention and criminal justice, and to note that the same actions (e.g.
law enforcement, prosecution, trial, conviction and punishment) can serve the societal goals
of both justice (i.e. retribution and/or restoration) and prevention. Prevention itself can be
implemented in several institutional settings, principally judicial/enforcement and civil (i.e.
the activities of the everyday world undertaken by people and organisations outside the
criminal justice system). In the former setting the graffiti producer is variously a suspect, a
perpetrator/offender, the accused party or defendant in court, the convicted or the
cautioned. Statistical tables of arrests, criminal proceedings etc. usually give clear definitions
of which of these roles are being presented although unfortunately they do not present the
offence of graffiti as a distinct category. From the perspective of civil crime prevention, the
graffiti producer is an offender or potential offender. The status here partly depends on the
targeting strategy: universal (where everyone is equivalently a potential offender), selective
(where we can identify those at elevated risk of offending, e.g. on the basis of risk factors
such as having friends who do illegal graffiti) or indicated (where we have someone whom
we know has done illegal graffiti, and perhaps has been convicted for it. These categories are
used by Wilson and Lipsey (2007) and correspond to the less helpful ‘primary, secondary and
tertiary prevention categories introduced by Brantingham and Faust (1976) and used by van

Dijk and de Waard (1991). To the extent that graffiti writers encourage and assist one
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4.1.6

GRAFFOLUTION =

w

another they may also be considered as ‘crime promoters’, a role identified within the
Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity (Ekblom 2011) as individuals, groups or organisations
that increase the risk of criminal events committed by others, whether unintentionally,
recklessly or deliberately. Third parties such as shopkeepers who sell spray cans and other
resources for offending to potential/actual graffiti writers also come under one of these

promoter categories.

From civil law or restorative justice perspectives, it is possible there are varying terms;
certainly in civil law the parties to the conflict may be less strongly negatively labelled. For
example, in English civil law there is now a ‘complainant’ (formerly plaintiff), and the other
party is the ‘defendant’; whereas restorative justice cases typically refer to ‘victims’ and
‘offenders’.

From the perspective of graffiti practices as interrogators of alternative forms of spatial
justice or practice-led agonistic democracies, those who produce or generate most

prolifically may well be described as champions or activists.

From the perspective of graffiti as one or more community/ies-of-interest, whose
activities and status are predominantly heeded and defined among peers (in-person or
remotely), graffitists are typically referred to in terms of frames that relate to their
experience and status-achieved - ‘toys’ (inexperienced) and ‘kings’ (most experienced and
respected among peers) — AND/OR in terms of their methods of practice — e.g. ‘taggers’ (who
leave unauthorised graffiti signatures, ‘tags’, irrespective of quantity) ‘bombers’ (who paint
as many surfaces with as much visual impact as possible within/across an area); ‘artists’
(referring favourably to many kinds of graffiti producers), ‘crew’ (graffitists who coordinate

together in making their interventions).

Categorisation based on Public or Community perceptions of graffiti
vandalism

In the public space context, Johnson (2011) aims to explain the relation between disorder and crime

in a community and, to show the different perceptions that society has about graffiti depending on

what kind of graffiti people see. The tests go some way to reflecting varying responses to different

kinds of graffiti but the methods used rely on photographs of graffiti taken out of context, rather

than respondents being able to discuss the impact of the graffiti in context, which may skew the

results. Weisel (2009) states that as with most forms of vandalism, graffiti is not routinely reported to

police. Many people think that graffiti is not a police or "real crime" problem. Moreover, for many
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people, graffiti's presence suggests the government's failure to protect citizens and control
lawbreakers. Kurt lveson also speaks to this scenario following multiple graffiti and community linked
activities, in articulating “for some every act of graffiti is an act of vandalism ... for others it is an
affirmation of life in the city... The question becomes how should we handle this disagreement”
(Ilveson, 2008).

Research by Austin and Sanders (2007) suggested that attempts to classify graffiti and reactions to it
as a uniform phenomenon may be misguided. Different to Keizer et al. (2008) who claim to have
proved graffiti as implicit in broken windows effect, Austin and Sanders stress that variables such as
gender, race, age, prior victimization, social integration, and perceptions of increasing crime rates
have all been shown to impact attitudes concerning safety in local neighbourhoods, and whether
particular instances of graffiti are seen to act negatively, neutrally or positively. Supporting this,
Urban Lexicons street workshops conducted by Vitello and Willcocks (2011b), revealed that only 2
out of 256 sets of participant responses indicated any concern at all over graffiti, when participants
were asked to identify what was influencing their impressions on visiting different urban contexts.
The difference here is perhaps partly that graffiti was not isolated as a problem of study; rather

participants were left to identify and set agendas.

Some case studies both on public spaces and transport context illustrate the capacity of pro-social
measures (e.g. community mural projects) for influencing public perceptions of graffiti in a positive
way (UK Department for Transport 2005; Acton, 2010, 2013), as discussed to follow.

4.1.7 Pro-social Models

Pro-social models categorise graffiti related activities through constructive contributions to society in
cultural, social, economical and political terms. This combines generative, regenerative and
restorative models, which are discussed in detail under generative responses in public spaces and
transportation. In many instances, sources reviewed choose to use the term ‘street art’ as well as, or
in effort to distinguish from, (possible negative) associations with graffiti or graffiti vandalism.
However, it is clear that there is much cross-over between street art, graffiti practices and
practitioners, and it would be unrealistic to disassociate discussions related to street art from the
Graffolution project. There are multiple examples where both street artists and graffiti practitioners
now reported to make pro-social interventions, have undergone an archetypal apprenticeship
learning their ‘craft’ illegally on the street in public areas and transport contexts (Macdonald, 2002).
Although the literature does not provide an established categorisation model or schema, various

texts point to elements that can be considered together under pro-social models.

A key factor that comes across is street art’s capacity to enhance urban social life and living spaces,
which develops through the acknowledgment of an art led regeneration in urban environment. Here

the quality indicators are design, street safety and activity support (the last being a class of
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intervention under Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design). For instance, examples from
the UK and Australia, illustrate how with the use of street art and collaboration of various actors,
dysfunctional spaces can be turned into functional and safe public spaces, where various members of
the communities can enjoy spending time in or using them as part of their communal route (lveson,
2010; Austin, 2010; Tooth, 2011; BBC News, 2014).

As various examples within the literature demonstrate using street art can also be both regenerative
and restorative. For example, the “Signal” project that took place in Stanwell (neighbourhood public
spaces), UK a) brought the community together and helped redevelop a community identity, b)
helped solve a housing problem in the area (a kind of therapy for the trauma that some residents
went through due to losing their houses) and c) brought economic income (Acton 2011, 2013).
Similarly the “7 Bridges” project helped create a community identity, brought various parts of the
community together and was utilised to solve several problems within the community (Gilani, 2011;
Acton, 2013).

Using street art or graffiti in public spaces also can allow creation of a platform, a democratic space
where different groups within communities can express their thoughts — which can be observed in
the King’s Cross, and Southbank areas in the UK (Borja & Muiji, 2003; Stephenson, 2011; Alderton,
2014). Another value indicator here derives from the works’ aesthetic and artistic values as well as
street art as part of the urban creativity process (Bartolomeo, 2001; McNichols, 2006; Austin, 2010;
Cullinane, 2011; McAuliffe, 2013). Respectively, various legal graffiti activities that aim to engage
with various parts of communities, especially the young people and raise awareness about problems
experienced also fall into this category — see sections 4.2.2.4, 4.2.3.4 for more information —
(Kennedy et al., 1996; Stafford and Pettersson, 2003; Bundeskriminalamt, 2003; Werner, 2005;
Hayward, 2006; Keats, 2008; Stanton, 2010; Meredith, 2013).

Street art (legal and illegal, in some instances ) can also be recognised as an economic asset to local
communities — e.g. bringing tourists to the areas, increasing business for traders and forging an art
led gentrification (Leach & Baker, 2010; Watts & Feeney, 2013; Young, 2014; BBC NEWS, 2014).

4.2 Extent of graffiti vandalism in Europe

This section focuses on the extent of graffiti vandalism in Europe. It draws out the various vandalism
types that are observed in the context of Europe. The data presented here provides both local and
countrywide insights. The analysis provides discussions on how the provided data can be interpreted.
The key emerging themes here are the contrasting views on graffiti vandalism (e.g. anti-social and
pro-social), and the problematic nature of the data comparison as sources use different ways to

measure graffiti vandalism. The insights are divided into two contexts, Public Areas and Public
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Transport, in order to identify the details of factors, impacts, and stakeholders in these two specific

contexts.

4.2.1 Introduction

The information provided for this section is based on the literature and data available that considers
terminology underlying kinds of vandalism, definitions of vandalism and questions how available
data is and can be interpreted. ‘Graffiti’ and ‘graffiti vandalism’ are often used as synonyms in the
reviewed literature (e.g. Office for National Statistics, 2011). Interestingly, those actors with a duty of
paid responsibility towards graffiti prevention or removal appears to be those who use the term
‘graffiti vandalism’ the most. Especially law enforcement and associations/organisations acting
against graffiti vandalism tend to strongly point out the negative effects that are said to be
connected to graffiti such as gang-problems, raising feelings of insecurity and leading to further
criminal activities (U.S. Department of Justice, 1999; McGovern, 2013; Stafford et al., 2003; Gray et
al., 2008; Keizer et al., 2008), though some of the claims are ambiguously substantiated, or not at all.
Graffiti is also seen as defacing of public or private property without the owner’s permission and
considered as criminal damage (Islington Council, 2014). On the other hand, graffiti writers argue
that what they recognise as “culture” or “creativity” is recognised as crime such as damage to private
property (Colt 45, 2010). Respectively, Iveson (2009) suggests that the conflict of graffiti lies in the
definition of the problem itself, which can only be overcome by developing a common interest
definition. Jacobsson and Wahlin (2010), writing in a report on European Best Practices in the
Criminal Record Procedure, cite graffiti as representing 16% of restorative justice mediation acts in
Sweden. Although such figures are not known for direct comparison with Austria, Germany, Spain or
the UK, this figure does tally with prevailing views of graffiti vandalism as a petty or minor crime,

which can be dealt with outside of criminal justice procedures.

4.2.2 Extent of Graffiti Vandalism in Public Areas

Public areas, for the purposes of this report, are taken to refer to all areas that are publicly accessible

and also those immediately impacting upon these contexts. This includes:

e Publicly owned or managed spaces and street environments, but also

e Privately or semi-privately owned or managed land which is open to public access (open
or semi-restricted access by time, entry fee, etc.), as well as

e The aspects of private land or buildings, which face on to public areas, even though the
properties they, may not be publicly accessible.

e Shared spaces that are regularly used between diverse and disconnected publics as well

as connected actors.
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This section charts the actors in relation to graffiti vandalism in public areas and presents the
available data related to activities of those actors. It draws out the prevention and reduction
measures taken in order to tackle graffiti vandalism in public areas, as well as the pro-social and
regenerative measures that have been observed. Most of the data identified regarding public areas
in the European region is primarily from the UK and secondarily from Germany, followed by other

countries such as Austria.

The main issues observed draw upon sources discussing the nature and to some extent the incidence
of graffiti, and also the harmful and beneficial consequences. In terms of the extent graffiti vandalism
in public areas topics discussed principally include: damage to, or devaluation of property, rights and
permissions of property owners, raising or lowering feelings of insecurity, gang-problems,
interpretations of anti-social behaviour and activities which may link to further criminal activity,
following associations with broken windows theory (U.S. Department of Justice, 1999; McGovern,
2013; Stafford et al., 2003; Gray et al., 2008; Keizer et al., 2008).

In terms the extent of (re)generative, restorative or pro-social responses related to graffiti vandalism
in public areas, these included: diversionary and educational activities and initiatives; youth art
projects; greening in place of cleaning; improved or smart lighting; linked to agendas seeking
behaviour change and/or skills and opportunity development (Keats, 2008; Nicola, 2013, Willcocks &
Gamman, 2011; Werner, 2005; Clarke, 1978); enterprise initiatives (Cullinane, 2011); ‘Safe Growth’
social plans or social partnerships, and separately, collaborative efforts to enable diverse graffiti and
non-graffiti actors to work together (Werner, 2005; Arbeitsstelle Kinder- und Jugendpravention,
2007; Stephenson, 2011; Bannister, 2013); defining certain forms of graffiti as art (Bristol City
Council, 2008) and deploying local environment quality indicators (Campbell, 2008).

4.2.2.1 Actor overview - Public Areas

The sources reveal the following actor groups related to graffiti vandalism and graffiti in Public Areas:

The following table is useful for the Graffolution project to understand the wide range of actors both
affecting and affected by actions and concepts of graffiti vandalism in Public Areas in Europe. While a
number of the actor groups include non-European sources, all the groups identified are understood

to be potentially relevant to the EU context, hence their inclusion here.

To understand the different actors’ relationships to graffiti with more granularity, the table also
provides indications of whether the actors are typically Stakeholders or Dutyholders, or a

combination of both.

Interestingly, in most cases through this diversity of actor groups, the actor definitions identified
appear to be influenced far more by the agenda of the source, than whether the actor’s activity is

inherently legal, illegal, anti-social or pro-social. For example, the term ‘graffiti artists’ is most
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frequently referred to by those making or supporting the graffiti interventions. Conversely, also in
this vein, the sources using the term ‘graffiti vandals’ are predominantly dutyholders with a paid

responsibility to reduce or prevent graffiti, and by implication, a vested interest to ensure the terms

‘graffiti’ and ‘vandalism’ are more consistently associated together.
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Table 1: Actor overview - Public Areas

ACTORS

(individuals or

organisations)

Graffiti Writers

STAKEHOLDER (communities
of personal interest, involvement
or specialism),

or DUTYHOLDER (with duties
of responsibility toward graffiti)

Stakeholder

GRAFFOLUTION =

Understand . Collaberate . Improve

SOURCES INCLUDE

Adz, 2008; Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen., 2014; Chang, 2005; Colt45, 2010; Gatsman et al., 2006; Gottlieb,
2008; Huberman, 2007; McAuliffe, 2013; Neelon, 2003; NuArt, 2009; Pietrosanti, 2010; Woodward, 2009

Graffiti Artists

Stakeholder

Bunting, 2012; Castleman, 1984; Gastman et al., 2006; Goldstein, 2009; Huberman, 2007; NuArt, 2009; Rahn,
2002; Shaftoe, 2011, Signal Project, 2010; Valle & Weiss, 2010

Street Artists

Stakeholder

Adz, 2008; Austin, 2010; Bofkin, 2013; C100, 2010; Ch Hundertmark, 2005; Goldstein, 2009; Hayward, 2006;
Hughes, 2009; Kazig et al., 2007; Lewisohn, 2008; Mailer, 2009; Molnar, 2011; Theis, 2013; Wactawek, 2011;
Young, 2014

Graffiti Taggers

Stakeholder

Essex, 2011; Encams, 2007; Huberman, 2007; Pascoe, 2011; Sacramento Police Force, 2003; Weisel, 2004;
www.graffiti.org, 2014; Young, 2014

Graffiti Offenders

Stakeholder

Brent Council, 2011; G.R.l.P., 2012; Lamm Weisel, 2002; Ministry of Justice, 2011; Polizeiliche Kriminalpravention
der Lander und des Bundes, 2012; Sacramento Police Force, 2003; Strutton, 2013

Young Offenders

Stakeholder

Arbeitsstelle Kinder- und Jugendpravention, 2007;

Graffiti Vandals

Stakeholder

Clarke, 1978; Brent Council; Pascoe, 2009; Petterson and Stafford, 2004; Stanton, 2010; NMSC, 2009; Valerie,
2007; Crime Prevention Division, NSW, 2009; Crime Prevention Unit of the Ministry of Justice, NZ, EMT, n.d.;
Feles et al, 2003; Geason & Wilson, 1990; Gomez, 1993; NSW Department of Justice Attorney General , Crime
Prevention Division, 2009; Thompson, 2012; U.S. Department of Justice, 1998; Wilson, 1987; Wilson & Healy,
1986.

Graffiti Victims

Stakeholder

Austin and Sanders, 2007; Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen, 2014; Polizeiliche Kriminalpravention der Lander
und des Bundes, 2012; Uitermark, 2009

Graffiti / Street Art

Stakeholder

Bofkin, 2013; Bannister, 2013
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Curators

Residential
Communities

Stakeholder

Acton, 2013; Haworth et al., 2013; Woodward, 2009

Citizens

Stakeholder

Polizeiliche Kriminalpravention der Lander und des Bundes, 2012

Community Interest
Groups / Publics

Stakeholder

Iveson, 2008; Gamman & Thorpe, 2010; WIlillcocks, 2010

Visitors / Tourists

Stakeholder

EMT, n.d,; Flo, 2014; Haworth, 2013

Internet Users

Stakeholder

Barbaro et al., 2013; Haworth et al., 2013; Valle and Weiss, 2010

Social Networks (as
social capital)

Stakeholder

Barbaro et al., 2013; Latour, 2005; McAuliffe, 2013; Stanton, 2010; Young, 2014

Property Tenants Stakeholder Barbaro et al., 2013

Property Owners / Dutyholder / Stakeholder Bunting, 2012; Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen, 2014; Campbell, 2008; English Heritage, 1999; Haworth, 2013;
Landlords Huberman, 2007; Irons, 2012; Valle and WA Police, 2010; Weiss, 2010

Housing Associations / Dutyholder / Stakeholder Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen., 2014; Campbell, 2008;

Tennants and

Residents’

Associations

Property Developers / Dutyholder Alderton, 2013; Hoogwaerts, 2013

Constructors

Local Businesses
Owners / Managers

Dutyholder / Stakeholder

Beevers, 2006; Campbell, 2008; Crime Prevention Unit of the Ministry of Justice, 2010; Haworth et al., 2013;
Valle and Weiss, 2010; WA Police, 2010

Local Employees /
Staff

Dutyholder / Stakeholder

Feltes et al., 2003; Petterson and Stafford, 2004; Stafford et al., 1998; Woodward, 2009

Educational

Dutyholder / Stakeholder

Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen, 2014; Crime Prevention Unit of the Ministry of Justice, 2010; Haworth, et al.,
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Organisations /
Schools (as social

2013; Huberman, 2007; Irons, 2012; McAuliffe, 2013; Rahn, 2002; Stocker, 2013; Valle and Weiss, 2010

capital)

Parents Dutyholder / Stakeholder Arbeitsstelle Kinder- und Jugendpravention, 2007; Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen., 2014

Culture Industry Dutyholder / Stakeholder Albro, 2005; Alonso, 2008; Andron and Willcocks, 2013; Haworth et al., 2013; Hiller, 2002; Hughes, 2009; Kellner,

Providers 2000; Neelon, 2003; Schierz, 2009; Valle and Weiss, 2010

Local / Regional Dutyholder Butts, et al, 2008; CABE Space, 2009; Campbell, 2008; Chalfant and Silver, 1983; Crime Prevention Unit of the

Municipalities or Ministry of Justice, 2010; Gastman, et al, 2006; Halsey and Young, 2002; Haworth et al., 2013; Irons, 2012;

Authorities London Assembly Graffiti Investigative Committee, 2002; Thompson, 2012; Uitermark, 2009; Wilson and Healy,
1986

National / State / Dutyholder Barbaro et al., 2013; Bunting, 2012; Haworth et al., 2013; Glasgow, 2007; The Government of Western Australia,

Federal Municipalities 2014; Hughes, 2009; Klee, 2010; McAuliffe, 2013; Sinclair, 2010; Thompson, 2012; Wilson and Healy, 1986

or Authorities

Police - Local Dutyholder Polizeiliche Kriminalpravention der Lander und des Bundes, 2012;

Police - Regional Dutyholder Polizeiliche Kriminalpravention der Lander und des Bundes, 2012;

Private Security or Dutyholder Woodward, 2009

other Law

Enforcement Agents

Site Managers Dutyholder Campbell, 2008

Business Improvement Dutyholder Stephenson, 2010

District (BID)

representatives

Cleaning & Dutyholder English Heritage, 1999; McGoovern, 2010 & 2014

Restorations Service
Providers
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Anti-graffiti materials Dutyholder English Heritage, 1999; McGoovern, 2010 & 2014

Suppliers

Industry Associations / Dutyholder English Heritage, 1999; McGoovern, 2010 & 2014

Groups

Non-Transport Dutyholder Eastel, 2011; Vaughn, 2010

Infrastructure

Providers (Electricity,
Telecoms, Gas, etc.)

‘ NON-HUMAN ACTORS

Home - Clarke, 1978
School - Clarke, 1978
Work -

Media: internet - Young, 2014
Media: printed - Clarke, 1978
Media: broadcast - Clarke, 1978
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4.2.2.2 Available data - Public Areas

This section presents statistical data that helps develop a picture of graffiti vandalism related to
Public Areas in Europe. It is our understanding that there is lack of consistency in what and how any
related data is measured between European countries and even regions, cities or districts. There

appears to be no common approach in this context.

A number of sources reviewed report and calculate the cost of graffiti and the effect on local
environmental quality issues. This data reveals the extent and expense of graffiti vandalism and the
cost of the prevention and management measures. Graffiti is seen by the citizens of Bonn (based on

a survey) as minor problem (Rither, Werner, 2005).

Keats (2008) provides statistical data from the UK. For instance out of 135 local authorities surveyed
in the UK, 89 per cent reported that they had a major (20 per cent) or minor (69 per cent) problem
with graffiti in their area. This is an indicator of the problem across Europe and beyond. Significant
public funds are spent internationally for cleaning up graffiti via “zero tolerance” approaches. London
alone spends €8.44 million (£6.7 million) per year (Campbell, 2008). Barcelona and Madrid spend at
least €8.81 million (£7 million) per year cleaning city walls (Willcocks, 2011). Munich spends £2.5
million/year (Bundespolizeiinspektion Miinchen, 2014). At a more concentrated level within London
Islington Borough council spends approx £500,000/year. Within the UK Keep Britain Tidy (Gamman,
2010) calculates graffiti cleaning across the 433 local authorities in England at a cost of £32.5m/year.
Munich estimated €200 million euros/year damage, of which €60 million is covered by homeowners
and retailers and average cost to repair at €1,000 (Bundespolizeiinspektion Minchen., 2014). Early
into the twenty first century, the UK Home Office estimated cost to fight criminal damage, which
includes graffiti at €5.2bn.(£4.1bn.)/yr (Hansard, 2002). Sadly comparable data does not appear to
have been updated since 2002. Outside of the European context, the USA is reported to have spent
€10.64bn(S12bn.)/ yr. (Dickinson, 2008). While these are significant costs, it is very hard to accurately
deduce the current ‘graffiti problem’ based on the reported costs, which come from varying periods
and represent widely varied metrics for recording. To this end, for example, it is difficult to know how
many criminal damage associated offences are attributable to graffiti. Similarly, we can assume the
cost of imprisoning prolific graffiti offenders (convicted graffito wrtiers) is comparable to the costs
for other prisoners in the — which in the UK for example, cost an average of €47,401 (£37,648per
person per year (Ministry of Justice, 2013).

Interestingly, in reported statistics the term graffiti is mainly categorised as environmental damage,
criminal damage, anti-social or incivic behaviour (grouped inseparably from other activities such as
littering, being drunk or rowdy in public spaces or drug dealing), together with other forms of
vandalism and damage to property. Therefore specific figures of how much of a problem graffiti

based on prosecutions, or how many graffiti writers are imprisoned are not readily available but are
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included for example, amongst the 4,048 UK criminals sentenced for criminal damage and arson (in
2012). While this is the case, the Office for National Statistics UK (2011) crime statistics in England
and Wales shows that vandalism as a whole is dropping. Interestingly, in these statistics the term
graffiti is only mentioned once, in combination with vandalism and other deliberate damage to

property.

The Munich federal police and collaborating authorities on graffiti (Bundespolizeiinspektion
Minchen, 2014) report that there are currently about 2,000 active graffiti writers in the Munich area,
where 94% are male. They support the notion that graffiti writers (‘sprayers’) do not come from any
particular demographic, population or educational system, rather represent highly diverse
backgrounds. The ages of suspects of graffiti vandalism around Munich range between 12 to 25 years
with 55% being between 14-18 with the “hard core” of the active writers being between 16-19 years
of age. By comparison the Graffiti Dialogues Network research conducted for the Southbank Centre
and British Transport Police (Willcocks and Gamman, 2010), London revealed graffiti writers and

street artists ranging from 11 to 50 years of age.

The reports on “Crime England and Wales” (Office for National Statistics (UK), 2011 and 2012) hold
data on anti-social behaviour. The data is based on a questionnaire that asks about perceptions of
problems with different types of anti-social behaviour (ASB). While several ASB categories didn’t
significantly change over the last ten years (e.g. Rubbish and littering about 30 per cent, People being
drunk or rowdy in public places about 24 per cent) the category “vandalism, graffiti and other
deliberate damage to property” dropped from 35 to 22 per cent since 2002. This means that fewer
people indicated these issues as problematic in their local area. In addition respondents (16 years
and older) were asked if they had personally experienced or witnessed the mentioned types of anti-
social behaviour. For 2011/2012 only five percent indicated that they experienced vandalism,

criminal damage or graffiti.

A case study from Brent London UK (NMSC, 2011) also shows that on average the number of sites
failing the BV1993 graffiti standards (a national indicator to evaluate local environmental quality) fell
by 25 per cent between 2006/07 and 2009/10. Enforcement activities were more successful and 40
individuals were apprehended. The key role of the Brent Graffiti Partnership Board as a showcase for
collaboration was also measured by the Brent Residents’ Survey 2009 that asked “Which of these
things, if any, would you say are the good things about living in Brent?" Finally 21 per cent answered
“Clean Streets”. This was up from 13 per cent in 2005 before the work of the Brent Graffiti

Partnership Board started.

3see http://www.lbbd.gov.uk/Housing/Estatelnformation/Documents/pictorial-quality-standard.pdf Accessed
22 June 2014
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The Office for National Statistics UK (2011) bulletin presents crime statistics in England and Wales
broken down by several offence types. It shows that vandalism as a whole is dropping. It is stated
that interviews revealed graffiti (and vandalism) are mentioned as big problems in the area by

around 20% of the interviewees (residents).

In Germany and Austria only crime statistics based on complaints are available. An advantage of the
complaint-based statistics is that often graffiti is mentioned as a separate category (mostly a

subsection of damage to property).

The Austrian crime statistic (Bundesministerium fiir Inneres, 2010) holds comprehensive statistical
data to all kind of offences in Austria. Damage to property is broken down into several sub sections
also mentioning graffiti. In 2010 4.739 complaints on graffiti were reported. 25,45% of the cases

were solved.

The Polizeiliche Kriminalstatistik (police crime statistics service) (Polizeiprasident Berlin, 2013) holds
comprehensive statistics on crime related events in Berlin. The report identified 9.659 complaints in
2013. This is a drop of 16,6% according graffiti vandalism reported 2012. However, it is also
mentioned that the numbers are very depending on the willingness of people to report such

complaints.

4.2.2.3 Extent of measures to tackle (reduce or prevent) the anti-social aspects of graffiti -
Public Areas

From the literature we can identify a number of prevention/reduction measures used to tackle

graffiti vandalism in public areas, including but not limited to:

e Rapid removal/ Anti-graffiti coatings / Chemical strippers / Surface preparation equipment /
abrasive materials / Graffiti removal with laser (experimental)

e Stop and search activities / CCTV surveillance / House searches / Targeted enforcement /
Informers

e Banning the sale of graffiti materials to minors

e Public education on graffiti vandalism and collaboration with citizens.

e In-house teams and high-level trained staff who can tackle graffiti related problems

e Partnerships - sharing intelligence and best practice amongst boroughs, transport operators,
the police and other key bodies.

e Gathering intelligence: surveying the community, counting the number of sites defaced,

analysing patterns of vandalism and types of graffiti that emerge, and Internet surveillance.

Rapid removal, anti-graffiti coatings, chemical strippers, surface preparation equipment and abrasive
materials are measures that aim to mitigate harm and discourage offenders. Rapid removal of graffiti

comes across as one of the most common techniques to reduce graffiti vandalism at the present time
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and prevent it from happening in the future (UK Home Office, 2005; Strutton, 2013; Parkes, 2010;
Meredith, 2013; Campbell 2008, Weisel, 2009; Begum, Johnson and Ekblom, 2009; Meredith, 2013;
London Borough of Islington, 2014; Bristol City Council, 2008). Callinan (2002) deals with the NSW
Government’s Graffiti Solutions Program (launched in 1997) and its manifold strategies —
unfortunately there is no mention of any evaluation results, which consequently leads to a lack of
usefulness for practice. It is similar with the evaluation of eight graffiti reduction demonstration
projects by the NSW Government (2009). Here the objective was to prove the effectiveness of
prevention strategies like crime prevention through environmental design, rapid removal and
volunteer programs. But as the methodological basis of the project was not accurate the results have
to be looked at carefully: however, the report points to CPTED as relatively the most effective among
the three strategies that are discussed. Spiegel Online (2014) points out a prevention method that is
recently (2014) tested by the Chinese government to preserve the Great Wall. Tourists are allowed to
scratch or spray their messages in a designated graffiti zone of the Great Wall. Based on know-how at
other sightseeing places this can massively reduce damage to monuments. Other sources suggest
there is still not enough research and evaluation of alternative anti-graffiti interventions, other than
painting out walls (lveson, 2009; Gamman & Willcocks, 2011; Young, 2010). This appears notable also
in terms of being able to compare holistic impacts of responses to reduce anti-social activity and

others aimed at promoting pro-social activity.

Closely linked to discussions of the potential of disorder to lead to further criminal activities (broken
windows theory), raising feelings of fear and insecurity, early disorder diagnosis and interventions,
rapid removal is an effective way to discourage graffiti vandals over time (Keizer et al., 2008). The
approach is often combined with the usage of anti-graffiti coatings (Weisel, 2009; Werner, 2005;
London Borough of Islington, 2014). Similar approaches are observed in the United States where
along with anti-graffiti coatings products such as chemical strippers, surface preparation equipment
and abrasive materials are used to remove graffiti (N.N, 2007). We also observe graffiti removal by
laser, an initiative that was developed in the US (Matthews, 1996). However, the extent of this

method’s usage is unknown.

Other common approaches to tackle graffiti are law enforcement, legislation and prevention
programmes (Stafford and Pettersson, 2003; Keats, 2008; Bristol City Council, 2008), CCTV
surveillance (Clarke, 1978; Stafford and Pettersson, 2003; Keats, 2008; Meredith, 2013; London
Borough of Islington, 2014), stop and search activities (UK Home Office 2005; Metropolitan Police
Authority, 2008), house searches (Meredith, 2013) and informers (Meredith, 2013) all aim to deter,
detect and detain offenders. For example, among the prevention programmes the 'HALT' project in
the Netherlands focuses on dealing with those aged between 12 and 18 years who come in contact
with the police for the first or second time. It is intended primarily for offences such as vandalism,

graffiti, shoplifting and illegal use of fireworks. The programme arranges punishments that can
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include repair of the damage or removal of the graffiti. However, the literature found says little
about the effectiveness of these measures. On the other hand, banning of the sale of graffiti
materials to minors (UK Home Office, 2005; London Assembly Graffiti Investigative Committee, 2002)

aims to deny resources to offenders.

While the above measures are interventions, the rest of the measures are largely process/capacity
measures (Ekblom, 2008). Gathering intelligence, which falls under “Intelligence” in the 5ls
framework (Ekblom, 2008) covers measures such as surveying the community, counting the number
of sites defaced, analysing patterns of vandalism and types of graffiti that emerge (Stafford and
Pettersson, 2003).

Other measures also include educating the public about how to respond to vandalism and mobilising
citizens to be preventers rather than promoters, as well as collaboration between state authorities
and inclusion of the citizens to identify illegal graffiti and prosecute illegal graffiti (London Borough of
Islington, 2014; Polizeiliche Kriminalprdvention der Lander und des Bundes, 2012) — which falls under
“Involvement” category under the 5Is model (Ekblom, 2008). Collaboration also points to sharing
intelligence and best practice amongst boroughs, transport operators, the police and other key
bodies (Meredith, 2013). Islington Council (Borough of London) also indicates the significance of
having in-house teams within each body formed by highly trained staff that can tackle graffiti
problems in their areas (Meredith, 2013). This is also linked to gathering intelligence (surveying the
community, counting the number of sites defaced, analysing patterns of vandalism and types of
graffiti that emerge) in order to identify problems and find solutions to deal with them (Stafford and
Pettersson, 2003; Bristol City Council, 2008). This strategy is acknowledged as key in dealing with
graffiti vandalism in researches around the world (San Diego Police Department, 2000; Wilson &
Healy, 1986; Lachman, 1995; Young, 2014).

Collaborative approaches are proposed by multiple sources as a productive category for graffiti
management or engagement/involvement models. Forms of collaboration can vary hugely but in
best practice situations this has shown to enable actors to learn from and contribute to each other as

well as meeting multiple requirements.

Multiple authors (Bannister & Perkins, 2013; Strutton, 2013; McGovern, 2013; Meredith, 2013) state
that partnerships of relevant actors are an important basis to achieve sustainable changes. Often
these partnerships consist of city councils, law enforcement agencies, transport organisations, youth
organisations, anti-graffiti associations and cleaning companies, though only a few appear to include
the publics whose interests or agendas are not determined by their paid responsibilities related to
graffiti prevention. The Anti Graffiti Association (McGovern, 2013), for example report that the

Sheffield Graffiti Charter (Beevers, 2006) was created and a partnership between council, police and
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commercial signatories was set up. The charter was certainly considered successful among

dutyholders though in this case it unclear what communities were accounted for.

Saville (2009) reports the success of a social plan (for Safe Growth) in the reduction of the rate of
crime and insecurity of a neighbourhood of Toronto, Canada. The successes of this plan is interesting
for the challenges and objectives of the Graffolution project, because it becomes an example of
social partnership, which works, although in the article graffiti is not specifically treated. Sampson
and Scott (1999) also report positive results where the police, the cities and the communities worked

closely together collaboratively.

4.2.2.4 Extent of m