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[bookmark: _Hlk513708500]Recently, graffiti has been increasingly appearing in many city buildings and walls. Though most people view this controversial form of art as a nuisance to social order, others view it as a medium for advocating or expressing social problems like affecting the communities around where they are placed. According to Campbell (2008), graffiti is referred as any illegal or informal paintings, carvings, drawings or markings that artists deliberately make on public or private places; primarily walls.  Historically, graffiti dates back to Ancient Greece and Roman Empire. However, in 1980s new forms of graffiti started emerging, particularly from New York subways. This essay examines the finding of Kees Keizer research according to The Economists article and further discusses how the findings would relate to another social and cultural setup. 
Graffiti has been long regarded as a social evil and blatant expression of the social disorder. There has been a general feeling in the public domain that graffiti promotes unlawful behavior.  Keizers and colleagues conducted a study that sought to examine the impacts of the graffiti on the other people’s behavior. Keizer’s research was to determine how observing others actions can influence how the observant behave. In particular, the research findings determined how the presence of graffiti on a wall influenced bad behavior (The Economist, 2008). The underlying thesis of the article is that graffiti causes a detrimental social impact on the behavior of observers. 
The study was done in two conditions. One condition was favorable for people to partake in something unlawful- graffiti was purposely made on the walls, while the other encouraged people to avoid doing something unlawful- there was no graffiti. In the disorder scenario, 69% of the cyclist littered while 33% did not (The Economist, 2008). In another study that prohibited trespassing, 27% of the people were willing to trespass in the order scenario whereas 82% trespassed (The Economist, 2008). Another study showed that a big number of people were willing to steal in the disorder scenario. These research findings have one thing in common. It is evident that in the presence of graffiti and litter people were willing to behave in an unlawful manner (The Economist, 2008). This study shows that graffiti encourages unlawful behavior thus promoting crime. These findings offer a possible solution to increased crime rates menace as it can be inferred from the research findings that elimination of graffiti can be used a strategy to reduce the crime rate.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
	Generally, there has been a feeling in many cities that graffiti in a form of violation because it is done on the private or public wall without consent. For instance, in 1990s artists who would be found trying to make graffiti in Brazil cities would be shot dead by the law enforcers. (Shobri et al., 2016). However, this kind of view has changed in some countries like Brazil. Subsequently, the current law enforcers in Brazil perceive graffiti as a form of art that beautify the city, deter crime rate and create a career opportunity for the youth (Olivero, 2014). 
	As a result of this perspective shift, Rio city in Brazil has made graffiti legal. The law city administration discovered that this form of art can be a career that can be natured and produce positive results. The artist has gone a milestone of even opening up art school, partnering with local law enforcers to do painting in “run-down areas” and even holding events that attract tourists (Olivero, 2014). Similarly, a study done in Malaysia by Shobri et al. (2016), indicated that most people have accepted graffiti as a form of art that promote cities’ beauty. This kind of society cannot definitely perceive graffiti as something that can encourage crime rather than dissuade it and even enhance the wellbeing of ambitious artistic youth. 
	 Normally, the artists who make the graffiti do not do it with any intention to promote crime or destroying the wall rather they make the art from creative thinking with intention of passing their intended message to the society (White, 2001). For example, the New York City graffiti was motivated by political activists who desired to freely give their opinion on political and social state then (Najjar, 2015). Shobri et al. (2016), asserted that peoples’ perception towards graffiti is evolving such that they can positively view graffiti if it has a positive message. Thus, when people have positive perceptions towards graffiti, the Keizer’s theory of promotion of crime by graffiti would not apply in such social set up.
In conclusion, graffiti is a form of art and can be used to promote artwork. However, this misplaced form of art has been associated with unlawful behavior. In fact, studies have proofed that graffiti promotes crime rates in the city as it motivates people to commit crimes through observation. The psychological explanation for this is that when people observe a social disorder like graffiti or littering, they get encouraged to perform a crime, perhaps that specific crime or another unlawful behavior. Therefore, removing graffiti will help reduce crime rates. Policymakers should come up will appropriate policies and legislation to make sure that graffiti in urban areas has been eliminated. Elimination of graffiti will lead to safe, stable and clean communities  
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