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Abstract: The evaluation of England's Safer Cities Programme requires
taking account of over 3,000 diverse preventive schemes. A formal, detailed
and comprehensive classification system Is required. In developing It, this
paper considers why classification Is necessary, ldentifies what features a
good classification system needs, and examines—andflnds wanting—exist-
ing frameworks. Starting from bastes, a definition of crime prevention Is put
forwardfrom which paradigmatic models of the criminal event and of crime
prevention Itself are developed, centered around causal mechanisms operat-
ing In the proximal circumstances of criminal events—i.e., the situation plus
the offender's disposition. Only at this point can the classification system be
Introduced, on the platform of a minimal theory of criminal events which
nonetheless draws In a range of relevant disciplines—law, psychology,
sociology and ecology. It is nota single rigid taxonomy, but a toolkit that can
generate alternative classifications and descriptions of preventive actlonfor
different purposes by users operating at different levels of sophistication. The
paradigms and the classification are put forward here, not as the last word,
but as an attempt to stimulate discussion, which will produce further
refinement of the approach. It Is argued that the approach adopted has the
potential to foster the development of crime prevention as a discipline.

The Safer Cities Programme (SCP) managed by the U.K. Home Office
has initiated over 3,000 individual preventive schemes since late 1988.
Their diversity—a deliberate feature of the program—is notable, ranging,
for example, from a single street light outside a retirement home, to the
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comprehensive target-hardening of the dwellings in a whole public hous-
ing estate, to the provison of youth clubs, all-female taxi services and
crime prevention publicity with a"lock it or lose it" message. Evaluating
theimpact of the program (e.g., Ekblom. 1992) has necessitated classifying
this chaotic ferment of preventive actions in a way which enables " liketo
be put with like' that nonetheless captures the variety of the schemes.
None of the existing frameworks was found to be adequate to meet these
demandingrequirements, so it was necessary to begin from first principles
to create a new one. This paper introduces that framework, which is
intended both to serve the Safer Cities evaluation and to be of wider use.
The framework as presented here is not meant to be the last word, but
rather a" development rig' that further research, conceptualization, theory
and practice can continue to reconstruct, reshape and refine. Ultimately,
it will beargued, the framework may help to convert crime prevention from
what is currently a haphazard assemblage of knowledge into something
mor e like a discipline—with a single conceptual model covering the whole
field and comprising a set of logically and consistently-related parts. These
parts can serve as a toolkit for constructing any number of classifications
for any number of practical or theoretical purposes within crime preven-
tion—all of which nonetheless are able to connect back to the one
underlying model.

The first section considers why classification is necessary, beyond an
obsession with orderliness for its own sake. The second identifies what
features a good classification system needs. Existing frameworks are
examined, and regjected, in the third section. Paradigmatic models of the
criminal event and of crime prevention itself are developed in the fourth
and fifth sections as a basis on which classification can proceed, while the
classification itself is introduced in the sixth. Next steps and wider
implications are considered in the conclusion.

I. THE BENEFITS OF CLASSFYING PREVENTIVE
ACTION

Classification is ultimately an exercise in simplifying reality—in the
Safer Cities case, the complex reality of several thousand diver se schemes
of preventive action. Such simplification can serve to guide practice and
policy, to link practice with theory, to promote the interconnection of
theories and to contribute to evaluation studies.
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Guiding Practice and Policy

Practitioners and policymakers in crime prevention need some way of
envisaging, distinguishing between, articulating, teaching and communi-
cating therange of possibilities for preventive action. It is currently all too
easy for different practitioners, and also different policymakers, to "talk
past” one another because the terms available to describe preventive
action are loose and may have different meanings for different people.
Experience has also shown that, for a practitioner faced with a particular
crime problem, selecting preventive methods to apply can be a very " hit
and miss' process, based on what is often a very limited personal
knowledge of the fidd. This, in turn, steins from the absence of a
well-organized body of knowledge of “what works." The development of
such a body of knowledge (the subject of considerable current interest)
needs a classification system to link like with like, in order to provide for
efficient generalization of experience and easy retrieval of information.

Linking Practicewith Theory

Theorizing about crime prevention needs to draw on the experience of
practical preventive action, and vice versa. In the U.K. setting, practical
and basic research, innovatory practice, theory and government policy
have all served to mutually shape and reinforce one another (Tilley,
1993a).

Promotingthel nterconnection of Theories

In most academic spheres, it is possible for " cliques' to evolve around
not just the promotion of a particular theory but the employment of a
broader paradigm of terminology, concepts and typical research designs,
typical problems studied, and typical interventions used to test thetheory.
In these circumstances, linking up theories in one sphere to those in
another (e.g.. the " stuational" and the " socia" prevention spheres) can be
severely inhibited. Consequentially, we are left with "rafts' of knowledge
floating on untested assumptions: We do not know whether the occupants
of two such raftsare saying something about two distinct and unconnected
areas, merely saying the same thing in different languages, saying some-
thing about overlapping areas which could be linked up to make a larger
raft of theory, or making conflicting explanations and predictions about
the same process.
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Supporting Evaluation Studies

Taken in isolation, evaluations of individual preventive schemes can
do without classification systems. However, those evaluations which
involve pooling assessments of multiple and varied schemes (e.g., the Safer
Cities Programme impact evaluation, and the Dutch government's evalu-
ation of its five-year programme of prevention (Polder. 1992) cannot. The
results of individual evaluations, too, have to be placed in a slot in an
organized body of knowledge to be of any lasting use beyond informing an
immediate policy decision.

n. DESIRABLE FEATURES OF A CLASSIFICATION
SYSTEM

At the heart of any classification system isatrade-off: On the one hand,
it must be as smple as possible—easy to understand and communicate
for awide range of users, who might include academics, practitioners and
administrators; On the other, it must dojusticeto the real world, with all
its complications and convolutions. A classification system must be able
to "recreate' the essential reality of the schemes described, to bring them
alive from formal coded records sufficient for the purpose in hand. As will
be seen, some of the criteria identified below tend to conflict with others—
so careful thought and design will be needed to reconcile them.

Clear and Smple Definitions and Distinctions

Definitions and distinctions made at every level of the classification
should be clear and simple, and readily supportable by examples. Under
such conditions, for example, the task of manual coding is more likely to
be done reliably.

Formal Properties. Logical, Set-Based and Hierarchical;
Sorable, Computable and Retrievable

‘The classification framework must be sufficiently consistent, rigorous
and systematic to be capable of representation on computer, whether for
coding preventive action and data entry, data storage, operating on the
data or retrieval of exemplars. In particular, the framework should have
clear and explicit definitions of concepts, which should interlock rather
than overlap, and clear logical-set relations of inclusivity and exclusivity.
This allows for the use of relational databases, which operate on logical
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sets and are vital for efficient and flexible organization, storage and
retrieval of a complex body of knowledge. The classification system should
also be hierarchical or tree-like: Such structures enable the user to select
alevel of detail appropriate both to the requirements of the task in hand,
and to the availability and quality of data. (For example, there may be no
point in making very fine differentiations between preventive schemes if
to do so meant that numbers of schemes in each cell became too small to
support analysis.) Clarity, rigor and computability all tend towards con-
striction of possibilities. A classification systemn must simultaneously cater
for comprehensiveness and flexibility.

Comprehensiveness

The framework should not have the luxury of being confined to a
limited, and perhaps arbitrary, part of thefied. It should cover thewhole
range of what might be regarded as crime prevention: All preventive
methods, and all crimetypes—certainly both property crimes and offenses
against the person.

Non-Restrictive and Capable of Expressing All Theories

The framework should not restrict future avenues of research and
development by an inability to connect with particular concepts and
approaches. Rather, it should offer and promote coverage of a growing
rangeof possibilities. Ideally, it should be capable of expressing all theories
of crime prevention in the language and concepts it uses, and, therefore,
capable of connecting up the diverse "rafts' of theory and knowledge
referred to earlier; or of providing an "arena' where rival theories can be
brought face-to-face on the same ground. Given that theory is always
evolving, the framework should foster such evolution rather than sifle it;
and it should be robust enough to accommodate theory that is only partly
developed.

Theory-Based

Theclassification system should, however, be based on a criminological
theoretical modd itsdf. Only in this way can consistency and conceptual
unity be achieved. The theoretical moddl, or paradigm, should be as
minimalist and conservative as possible so as not to conflict with the
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previous requirement by constraining the range of criminological theories
that can be accommodated and expressed.

Covering All Aspectsof Preventive Action

Classification should cover four aspects of preventive action: (1) how
the action is targeted and delivered; (2) what action is delivered; (3) the
way this action is supposed to have its preventive effect; and (4) the
ultimate objectives of the action—what impact on crime is it intended to
have and where. However, the second and third of these aspects should
be at the heart of the classification system to ensure that it focuses on the
essence of the preventive activity itsdf.

1. EXISTING CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM S AND
DEFINITIONS OF PREVENTION

Classifications of Prevention

Frameworks for classifying situational prevention are relatively well-
developed (e.g., Clarke, 1002) and link fairly closely with theoretical
per spectives such as the rational offender approach (e.g., Cornish and
Clarke, 1086) and the routine activities approach (Cohen and Felson.
1970; Felson. 1992). These frameworks also focus fairly clearly on the
natur e of the action delivered. However, they are deliberately narrow.

Commonly-used schemas of a less formal kind are variants of the
"situational versus social” or "physcal versus social” divide in crime
prevention. The limitations of this conceptually rather sloppy approach
are obvious: Some situational or physical methods rely on social processes
to work and vice versa. Examples include: physical improvements to the
environment to facilitate social surveillance; use of community-develop-
ment approaches to facilitate victims implementation of physical situa-
tional methods such as pro perfy-marking or target-hardening of homes:
and use of social policy to improve the physical conditions of housing in
order (among other things) to improve parenting). " Social crime preven-
tion" has been defined rather more formally as "...measures aimed at
tackling the root causes of crime and the dispositions of individuals to
offend” (Graham. 1900:12). This obvioudy covers only some of the social
processes identified above, and. operationally, how does one define " root
causes' ? The term " community crime prevention” (cf. Hope and Shaw,
1988). concisely defined by Graham (1900) as " ...measur es which improve
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the capacity of communities to reduce crime by increasing their capacity
to exert informal social control" (1990:12). not only shar estheambiguities
of the term "social,” but in introducing " community" imports a concept
which is itself extremely problematic (Willmott, 1986).

Perhaps the most widely-used comprehensive classification system is
that of Brantingham and Faust (1976). Accordingto this system, primary
prevention addresses the reduction of crime opportunities throughout
society without reference to criminals or potential criminals. Secondary
prevention addresses the change of people, typically those at high risk of
embarking upon a criminal career, so that they remain law abiding.
Tertiary prevention is focused upon the truncation of the criminal career
in length, seriousness or frequency of offending; i.e.. it deals with the
"treatment" of known offenders. Thisframework, based on apublic health
model, commands wide use but has important limitations (see also
Graham. 1990). It servesadmirably to characterizeaspectsof thetargeting
of preventive action—who or what receives the treatment—but does not
directly focus on the nature of the action ddivered to the recipients.
Nonetheless, theframework " satisfices' because of its broad scope cover -
ing the whole of prevention (meeting a clear demand in the market), and
because the " targeting-types' that it distinguishes happen more or less to
correlate with, and hence serve to differentiate, some common " action-
types."

This approach was more recently modified by van Dijk and de Waard
(1991), who cross-classified the primary-secondary-tertiary categories
with distinctions between situational, offender-oriented and victim-ori-
ented schemes to generate a 3 x 3 table. Thisisclearly an advance on the
one-dimensional approach which preceded it, especially since it seriously
attempts to focus on the nature of the action delivered. However, it is not
differentiated enough, formal enough or sufficiently theory-based to be
fully useful. Moreover, it confuses two functions of the victim: as a target
of criminal activity (in which case the victim can be seen as part of the
situation), and as a channd for implementing preventive action in the rest
of the ‘situation. As will be seen, these are conceptually (and often
practically) quite distinct.

Defining Crime Prevention

Asweéll as attemptingto differentiate within prevention, there have also
been attempts to define the global concept of prevention itsaf. Perhaps
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reflecting the history over the last 15 years of new appr oaches to preven-
tion, which have had to carve out a niche for themselves in territory
previously occupied by the conventional criminal justice system, a com-
mon definition goes along the following lines: " Crime prevention seeks to
reduce the frequency of criminal behavior by means that operate outside
the conventional criminal justice system." Defining something as a nega-
tive residual is not conducive to clarity, simplicity or connection with
fundamentals. But the definition isalso superficial and arbitraryin several
ways:. (1) At onelevd, it is possible to identify schemes that areclearly in
the"new" prevention camp but which also have quite close links with the
criminal justice sysem—for example, where preventive action is tar geted
on known offenders (asin "tertiary" prevention) and their criminogenic life
circumstances such as debt and drug dependency (e.g., Forrester et al.,
1988, 1990). (2) At another level, many preventive schemesultimatelyrely,
for their influence on offenders, on the normal operation of the criminal
justice systemm—fear of arrest, trial and punishment. (3) In the area of
policy and practice, the distinction between the criminal justice system
and crime prevention approaches has now perhaps outlived much of its
usefulness and may be inhibiting the proper application of the problem-
oriented approach (Goldstein 1979, 1990). whose major tenet is that the
focus should always be on the problem, with the nature of the solution
being consequential to this. Why restrict the choice of solution to a
particular local crime problem either to conventional policing and legal
strategies, or to preventive action? (4) Finally, the most arbitrary aspect
of this distinction, and perhaps the most fundamental, is that it ignores
the preventive function of much of the criminal justice system—up to and
including the deterrent, reformatory and incapacitational purposes of
imprisonment.

The biggest doubt with both existing classifications and existing defi-
nitions of crime prevention is that there is no guarantee that they have
avoided superficiality—they may be like Aristotle's taxonomy of living
things, which lumped together hedgehogs, porcupines and sea-urchins
because of surface similarity. Until the arrival of frameworks based on
fundamental and widely accepted theories based on evolution and genet-
ics, taxonomists had little way of deter mining what was fundamental and
what was superficial.” The same kind of approach is required for crime
prevention; therest of this paper describes an attempt to develop one.
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V. A NEW PARADIGM OF THE CRIMINAL EVENT:
PROXIMAL CIRCUMSTANCES

Developing the new approach involves several tasks which have to be
completed before embarking on the classification of crime prevention
activity. As will be seen, units of analysis have to be identified; crime
prevention itself hasto be defined; and a" paradigmatic' description of the
basic components of the criminal event has to be specified. Only after
reaching that stage is it appropriate (in section V) to shift the focus onto
preventive methods themselves, develop a paradigm for crime prevention
in its turn, and, finally, (in section VI) work towards the classification
system. While much new ground is covered, the intention is to build as
far as possible on existing concepts.

The Unit of Analyssand the Structur e of Preventive
Action

One of the difficulties in classifying preventive action is its complex
nature (Graham, 1000). and, in particular, its complex structure. It is
necessary to pin this down. A single scheme can operate by more than one
method (for example, surveillance plus target-hardening plus improved
youth facilities). Complexity does not stop there because a given method
can operate on the basis of several causal mechanisms in parallel. For
instance, target-hardening can work by making the property physically
harder to break into; by heightening the actual and perceived risk of
detection by neighbors or police through causing greater noise and longer
time spent attempting to break in, or through the need to "go equipped"
with tools such as a crowbar; by reducing the attractiveness of the
individual target or of the area as a whole; by influencing the offender to
give up that particular line of crime, or even, perhaps, to give up offending
altogether.

The most fundamental of these " units of analysis' would seem to be
the mechanism. This is a view shared (and indeed, stimulated) by Tilley
(Pawson and Tilley. 1093; Tilley. 1993b). I n the context of evaluating crime
prevention and correctional treatment schemes, Tilley advocates a mech-
anism- and context-based approach consistent with the philosophy of
Scientific Realism.
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A Definition of Crime Prevention

Causal mechanism I sthereforeidentified as the most fundamental unit
of analysis for describing the nature of crime prevention, so mechanism
will be used in the proximal cir cumstances paradigm. (However, aswill be
seen, using mechanism for the purpose of classification is premature.) The
causal mechanisms of prevention themselves operate on, and interrupt or
divert, the causal mechanisms of crime, which culminate in the criminal
event. The causal mechanisms of prevention themselves are legion and
divergent. (It is probably this divergence which has led previous attempts
at classification to shy away from the nature of preventive action and into
aspects of its delivery.) When searching for a way of classifying these
mechanisms, it seems sensible therefore to focus on the causes of the
criminal event, because here, by contrast, we have a clear conver gence of
causes to apoint. At this stage, it becomes possible to offer an appropriate
definition of crime prevention: Crime prevention is the intervention in
mechanismsthat cause criminal events.

Several aspects of this definition require further exposition.

(1) Causal mechanism is to be interpreted broadly—it includes any-
thing (any process or condition) that by its presence or absence or
its particular state affects the probability of a criminal event occur -
ring, whether alone or in conjunction with other such mechanisms.
M echanisms are linked together in chains of cause and effect.

(2) Intervention implies action prior to the criminal event that inter-
rupts a chain of cause and effect which would otherwise have ulti-
mately led to the event. This definition deliberately does not specify
who intervenes—it could equally be a professional crime preventer, a
police patrol, a neighbor looking out of the window, or ajudge pass-
ing sentence. As already noted, the intervention is itself a causal
mechanism—one that is distinct from the mechanisms that cause
the criminal event, but which operates on these.

(3) Criminal event is further defined below. The aim of prevention is,
of course, that the event never actually happens.2 It may be aborted
(the would-be burglar, having heard the rottweiler growl, walks on
by): it may fail (the burglar gives up the attempt having been de-
feated by the lock, or savaged by the dog); or, it may never be con-
ceived (the burglar, a reformed person, no longer even thinks of
looking for likely targets).
Wenow can claim to have asimple, unitary, all-embracingand positive
definition of crime prevention. Defining and classifying crime prevention
with reference to causal mechanisms is fundamental and non-arbitrary.
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It allows us to splice together mechanisms of crime prevention with
mechanisms of criminal events—that is, theories.™ Focusing on the crim-
inal event allows us to build out from a structured and convergent set of
causal mechanisms, providing a framework on which the diversity of
preventive action can be brought to order. In so doing, the per spective of
this paper shifts, for the moment, from preventing criminal events to
explaining them. In particular, we need to build on the concept of the
criminal event set out in the above definition by establishing a paradigm
which describes its universal features and the causes that converge on it.

A Paradigm of the Criminal Event and its Causes:
Proximal Circumstances

Theories of criminal events ultimately seek to explain what causes
criminal behavior—which we know to be hard to distinguish in most
respects from the causal processes underlying all behavior (e.g.. environ-
ment, motivation, emotion, learning, perception, moral values and rea-
soning, and "rational" choice). Of cour se, there are many causes of human
behavior in general and of criminal behavior and criminal events in
particular. To make the task manageable, which ones should be selected
as the basis for the paradigm? A key distinction to bring in at this point
is that between causal mechanisms that are proximal and those that are
distal. Proximal mechanisms are directly linked to the event in question,
and generally close in time and space. Distal ones are. obviously, more
remote, and the causal chain is longer—e.g., in the case of a violent
incident tracing back successively to a troubled contemporary relation-
ship, an abused childhood, an abusing parent and the social conditions
that contributed to that abuse—but. | nescapably, the chain connects up
to influence the event only via the proximal causes. There cannot be
"action at a distance," to borrow an axiom from physics. The current
approach focuses on these proximal causes.

Even having set aside distal causes for the moment, the many possible
proximal causes of criminal events require further organization to make
for ausable framework for the classification of preventive action. Compo-
nents of the paradigm can be identified on which the proximal causal
mechanisms operate or through which they are channelled.

Thecriminal event, as a special case of the behavioral event, at itsbare
minimum requires the interaction of a situation and a potential offenders
disposition (what that person brings to the situation in the way of more
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or less stable "mental and physical baggage.") Together, the immediate
crime situation and the potential offender's disposition, as it is activated
and as it operates in that situation, are the fundamental components
which together can be termed theproximal circumstances of the criminal
event.

The situation-disposition components are, however, insufficient in
themselves to specify the paradigm. Not enough of the essence of the
specifically criminal event is captured, and it offers too few links to the
various disciplines that must be drawn upon in representing the range of
theories of criminal events. Some expansion and differentiation is neces-
sary; alittle more complication at this point makes for better classification
subsequently.

Other writers have put forward paradigmsthat ar e based on situation-
disposition, but add more. Felson (e.g.. 1992) has developed a now widely
used ecological paradigm of the proximal circumstancesof criminal events
(and on into patterns of crime) involving a likely offender, a suitable tar get
and the absence of capable guardians. Broadly similar paradigms have
been proposed in the rational choice modd (Cornish and Clarke (1986).
Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general theory of crime (involving the
conjunction of disposition” lack of self-control and situational opportu-
nity), and the Brantinghams' (1981) definition of environmental criminol-
ogy (involving law. offender, object target or victim, and a place in space
and time). It goes without saying that all these are in the right area, but
for present purposes the paradigm needs yet more extension, differentia-
tion and adjustment to cover thefull rangeof crimetypes, crimesituations,
and preventive methods and mechanisms—and hence to provide a suffi-
cient basis to move on to classification of preventive methods themselves.

Three scientific disciplines can be drawn upon in extending the situa-
tion-disposition paradigm: psychology (cognitive, personality and social);
ecology; and sociology. All are useful for their " micro" - scale concepts and
processes, which can be related to the proximal causal mechanisms of
criminal events, and all contributions should be kept as " minimal" and as
conservative as possible. Of course, none of the "donor" disciplines have
reached anything like maturity, so the concepts and ter ms borrowed will
not beas clearly conceived as might be desired, and they may overlap more
than they interlock. But criminology cannot wait until, say, psychology is
"finished" before it starts using psychological ideas!
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Defining WhatisCriminal ina Criminal Event

Before embarking on a search of components and sub-components,
however, it is necessary to define a criminal event rather more fully than
has been done so far. Following the Brantinghams' lead, it is necessary to
identify the contribution of criminal law. What distinguishes a criminal
event from other events involving human action is. obviously, the defini-
tion of the behavior itsdef as criminal, and the presence in most cases of
criminal intent. This is not the place to go into the stratosphere of legal
theory, but it is necessary to consider the essential nature of crime and
what is common to events defined as criminal. Here, the central consid-
eration must be the role of conflict. In some respects all criminal events
involve conflict: conflict between one individual and another over the
ownership of property, over territory, leadership, status, access to re-
wards; and conflict also between an individual and the state if a law is
broken. In certain cases the conflict is intrinsically criminal (for example,
atheft, where one party is clearly defined as the injured party): in others,
the conflict may be intrinsically civil, only becoming criminal because of
the way one or other of the conflicting parties attempts to resolve it (for
example, a dispute between neighbors over noise, that erupts into vio-
lence, damage or disorder). Until thefirst threat has been madeor thefirst
blow has been struck, it is not possible to identify an offender and an
injured party or even acriminal event. To conflict must ther efore be added
the violation of norms, especially those embodied in criminal law.

The criminal event isusually taken to be a single episode. However, in
reality, it is far more like a dynamic process. There are two ways in which
this aspect can be captured. First, the possibility that the offender, the
target and the environment repeatedly combine to produce a succession
of similar events, as with domestic disputes or racial harassment, should
beallowed for. Second, even what for legal or administrative pur poses may
beregarded as asingle event may have quitea complex structure. Cornish
(1993) uses the concept of "scripts' to describe the linked sequence of
scenes through which a would-be offender has to navigate in order to
successfully conclude the crime. Scripts are a kind of logistical map of the
offense. For example, "ringing' (changing the identity of stolen motor
vehicles to facilitate disposal) involves several stages, some of which may
be crimes themselves: target selection> theft> concealment > disguise >
mar keting > conversion or disposal. The pursuit of such specificity within
the criminal event is useful in getting closer to causal mechanisms and
opening up points of intervention. In many respects (as in the example).



198 PaulEkblom

the script is peculiar to the type of crime, and cannot be used in
classification of prevention. However, it is possible to identify more or less
"universal" scripts which describe the common scenes through which
most offenders have to pass in order to reach their goal. For present
purposes, until this very new but potentially very useful perspective is
developed further, the only differentiation between scenes which can be
incor porated in the current definition of the criminal event istheinclusion
of conversion. Conversion includes personal consumption (e.g., of stolen
liguor), abandonment (e.g.. of a stolen car), direct resale or resale via a
fence. In some cases, e.g., where excitement, entertainment or sexual
gratification is the motive, there is no separate conversion event. Where
there is, however, further specific possibilities for prevention arise—for
example, in controlling fencing (Sutton, 1993).

Thereis, of course, an alternative set of scripts. Criminal events may
end up as aborted or failed attempts; if completed they may lead on to
discovery, detection, arrest, trial and punishment or treatment. These
additional events may involve formal legal processes or their informal
equivalents ranging from official cautioning to private acts of revenge.

The final aspect of the criminal event to be included within the
paradigm is the method of offending used. This is obviously more signifi-
cant for crime prevention than for legal consider ations. different methods
of prevention may be attuned to different methods of offending (and, to
follow Cornish [1993], different methods of offending may relate in their
turn to different scenes in the script of the offense).

Developing the Paradigm: Defining the Components

The procedure followed in developing the paradigm is analytical. It
involves: (1) identifying the key componentsof the proximal circumstances
one by one, and any subcomponents that it is helpful to distinguish
between: and (2) for each of these, defining some key characteristics
through which the causes of criminal events operate. The purpose is not
to differentiate for the sake of it, but to provide a logical, rational,
consistent and interlocking (rather than overlapping) tree of components
and subcomponents which can serve to make important and illuminating
distinctions between different types of preventive action. A full treatment
would require a discursive approach, teasing out components and sub-
components through examples and with reference to theories and subtle
distinctions made within the various "donor” disciplines. The present.
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introductory, article has spaceonly for arather didactic approach, sothere
is bound to be some oversmplification. One aspect that is worth pointing
out is that the paradigm draws quite heavily on the sociological concept
of role. For example, a person may at one and the same time be a tar get
of criminal behavior and an intervener in the criminal event; or these two
functions may be carried out by quite different individuals. The paradigm
of proximal circumstances of the criminal event as set out below is
illustrated in Figure 1.

ThePotential Offender

The potential offender brings to the crime situation first and foremost
his or her physical presence. This may seem a truism, but keeping
potential offenders out of particular situations is a major class of preven-
tive methods. Supplementary aspects of presence include authorization
(possession of passes, etc.), and possession of tools and weapons.

With this presence comes a collection of psychological and physical
dispositions, very broadly defined. (Sihce some of these dispositions
involve habitual ways of perceiving situations, this necessarily compli-
cates the situation-disposition boundary, but not unwor kably so provided
that some conventions are adhered to.) The various dispositions can be
regarded for present purposes as sub-components of the offender. Dispo-
sitions are. with the current state of the art in psychology, extremely
difficult concepts to pin down in a way that is usable in a classification of
preventive action. Therefore, the present exercise cannot proceed as far
as might be wished. Nevertheless, it isworth briefly illustrating the range
of concepts which implementers of offender-oriented preventive methods
ultimately have to tackle if they seek to practice more of a science than an
art. One loosely related set of dispositions includes motivation and emo-
tions, attitudes and moral values. A second includes: (1) knowledge and
ability—whether in the service of committing offenses (e.g., planning and
execution sKills), judging risks of arrest and conviction, or avoiding
offending (e.g., being able to back down from a confrontation); and (2)
rationality, self-awareness/self control and moral reasoning capacity. A
third class comprises physiological and neurological dispositions relating
to fatigue, stress, drug dependency and mental disorder. A fourth relates
to physical aspects—strength, agility and distinctiveness (does the of-
fender look out of place in the proximal situation of the crime?).
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These various examples of offender disposition are overlapping and
hard to differentiate fully, but psychology cannot at present provide much
better. But however they are pooled together, dispositions have three
gener al aspects which are important to distinguish in classifying preven-
tive action: what might be called their programmed potential, their current
state and their triggering and directing stimuli. Together, these aspects
serve to describe how dispositions lead to criminal behavior in particular
proximal situations. Programmed potential exists independently of situa-
tions: Acquired through developmental processes or even genetics, it gives
the person the potential to act in particular ways, and perhaps towards
particular targets. Tobringthedisposition to the surface—from apotential
influence to an actual influence on behavior—requires input from specific
situations so as to activate the current state and to sometimes to give it
direction. For example, thecurrent state of anger may be activated—called
forth from potential—by the experience of an hour of stressful train travel,
and it may bedirected towar dstherailway and itsofficials. When theangry
individual encounters a specific triggering stimulus in the proximal situ-
ation, such as a rude ticket collector, this acts in conjunction with the
current angry state to engender aggressive behavior towards the target
culminating, perhaps, in acriminal assault.

Of course, this is a simple example. Current states are not always
necessary for the explanation of criminal behavior. Programmed potential
can betriggered directly in the proximal situation without their mediation,
for example, with the propensity to steal being "released” by the sight of
a tempting and unprotected target. The distinction between potential,
state and trigger is not black and white, nor is it always a mechanical
process. Rather, it involves thought, as the concept of decisions can
illustrate. Strategic decisions, such as the decision to become an offender,
are in effect a kind of disposition, potentially able to influence behavior in
avery widerangeof situations. Contingent decisionsof thekind "I'm short
of money, I'll go and steal something" are equivalent to current states.
Tactical decisions such as " this target looks suitable” embody the trigger -
ing and directing process. Moving from strategic to tactical draws in
progressively more influence from the environment, with the last example
being directly determined by the proximal situation itself.4

Offender presence, programmed potential and current states aretaken
as the sub-components of the offender in the proximal circumstances
paradigm. Changing the presence of the offender includes such preventive
methods as curfew, and/or diversion by attraction elsewhere. Changing
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programmed potential is the aim of developmental crime prevention or
"criminality prevention." which seeks to make permanent alterations in
peopl€e's predisposition to offend. This may range from changing funda-
mental motives and values, to supplying skills needed to "go straight." to
desensitizing peopl€'s reactions to specific trigger stimuli which lead to
aggressive behavior. Changing a current state is the aim of preventive
action which tries to meet needs legitimately and reduce sour ces of stress
in potential offenders "current life circumstances." without making per-
manent changes in the individuals themselves. Changing the presence
and nature of triggering stimuli is. of course, not an offender-oriented
method at all, but a situational one.

The Stuation

In marked contrast to offender-oriented approaches, concepts and
methods are now relatively well-developed in the situational field. In
developing thisside of the paradigm, theaim isto use existing ter minology
as far as possible. But the need to bestow wider meaning, make new
distinctions or introduce new concepts means that some new terms are
inevitable. Thesituation has several components: tar get, environment and
modulators. Modulators are social roles which act on the target, the
environment and the offender. They include Felson's (1902) " capable
guardians." but. aswill be seen, the concept is much wider.

The Target

Thetarget of thecriminal behavior inthecriminal event can beproperty
or person. The target is defined here as a passive component. Active
aspects of targets (such as sdf-defense) are considered under the modu-
lator roles; with increasingly "inteligent” physical targets and protection
systems (perceiving, discriminating and responding), it makes sense to
consider these as active too. Targets have several characteristics: their
presence in the situation (seemingly obvious, but included to allow for
prevention by target removal); attractiveness; and vulnerability. The last
two will be described in turn.

Attractiveness to the offender has characteristics such as desirability;
provocativeness (human or physical—an abusive fellow-drinker, a glossy
BMW. an outrageous work of art); and convertibility (how readily can the
target be consumed or sold?). Targets also have a variable capacity to
motivate those who might protect them.
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Vulnerability in purely passive terms includes characteristics of dis-
tinctiveness (how easy is it to spot the wealthy target from the crowd?);
concealability (is it small enough to be hidden?); passive resistance (is it
big, heavy, bolted down?); passive protest (does it make a noise when
broken, like glass?); and traceability (can ownership be traced to incrim-
inate the offender; does it retain identifiable traces of the offender like
finger prints?).

Modulators

Modulators are several closely related and often overlapping roles
which act on the environment, the target and the offender in ways that
make the criminal event either more or less likely. As already said, the
concept of modulator covers the active aspects of being a target, as when
arobberyvictim fightsback or avandalized ticket machinesendsan alarm
message to security staff. The modulator roles that it is useful to differen-
tiate are:

(1) The situation shaper—who can directly influence any aspects of

the proximal circumstances some time before the event occurs, mak-

ingits occurrence more or less likely. This could be achieved

through access control (e.g., by leaving the door locked/unlocked,

checking tickets and passes), or through a range of other possibili-

ties such as leaving valuables visible in the back of a parked car (or
hiding them); disguisingwealth (or flauntingit); or displaying warn-
ings of invulner ability or capacity to react—e.g., " bewar e of the dog"

(or, as with some victims of assault, sending signals of submissive-

ness).

(2) The Intervener—who influences the proximal circumstances dur-

ing the criminal event itself by direct action (e.g., steppingin to de-

fend atarget); actively resisting attack, if the intervener is also a

target; or by protesting (shouts, alarms) or directly summoning help.

(3 Thereactor—who responds after theinitial criminal event is com-

plete, by pursuit, summoning help, or identification.

Modulators have several characteristics in common. They have a
varying' capacity to act in relation to: their presence and opportunity to
influence the crime situation; their motivation to do so; their perception
(astowhether or not acriminal event isat risk of happening/ ishappening
now/hasjust happened); and their resources (e.g., strength, knowledge
of how to respond, defuse or resolve conflicts, summon help, etc). All these
characteristics have been used and augmented in various ways by pre-
ventive action.
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The Environment

The environment of the crime situation isthe residual component—ev-
erything other than thetarget and the modulators. Apart from being the
location, the place where the criminal event happens, it comprises two
main subcomponents. the logistical environment, which serves to facili-
tateor inhibit thecriminal event by influencing the capacity of the offender
and the modulators to perform their respective roles; and the motivating
environment, which serves to motivate the offender and/or the modula-
tors. Some preventive methods work on one, some on the other.

The logistical environment describes the physical and social aspects
that may make offending an easier or more attractive option, and that
render situation-shaping, intervention and reaction harder or less attrac-
tive. For example, the logistical environment may: (1) facilitate the
offender's detection and assessment of an opportunity (e.g., provide a
vantage point from where he can see but not be seen, or simply render the
target visible); (2) provide access to the target; (3) assist the carrying out
of the offense through concealment or through cornering the target (e.g..
crowded conditions conducive to pickpocketing); or (4) aid the offender's
escape. Together, the logistical environment and the vulnerability of the
target may influence the offender's perception of risk of intervention, and
of the cost and €effort of offending in relation to reward—and hence
influence the decision to offend. This influence may be confined to the
tactical (in this situation only—e.g., robbing this post office), or may be
more strategic (ranging over a set of situations—e.g.. robbing all post
offices). Logistically. what is good for the offender is almost automatically
bad for the situation-shaper seeking to prevent crime (e.g., a communal
entrancelock that istoo awkward to operate), for the intervener (e.g., poor
surveillance possibilities, or vaguely demarcated boundaries of private
territory), and thereactor (e.g., crowds making pursuit difficult, or agreat
distanceto atelgphoneto summon the police). What isgood for thevarious
modulatorsislikewise bad for the offender: the aim of some technical aids
like CCTV or one-way door viewers isto tip the logistical balancein the
formers favor.

The motivating environment is somewhat difficult to define, but it may
include: thin walls which actually cause a conflict between neighbors; the
design of a shopping mall that not only brings potential offenders and
tar getstogether, but placesthem in a conflict over which norms of behavior
are appropriate (young people wanting loud music and somewhereto mill
around, older peoplewantingtranquility and order when shopping); or the
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presence of peers urging a vandal on. The ability of an environment to
inducestress, fear or anger in an offender or avictim constitutes a further
important set of features.

Thesituation in general hasfocal aspects, which relateto that immedi-
atesituation alone, and contextual aspects, which relateto the wider area
in which the situation is located (Rhodes and Conly. 1981), such as its
attractiveness, familiarity or riskiness.

Conjunctions

So far, the discussion has largely focused on defining the individual
components of the proximal circumstances of the criminal event and those
characteristics of the components which can be useful to discriminate
between different methods of prevention. However, ecology would not
really be ecology unless the paradigm captured the dynamics of how the
components come together in space and timeto produce a criminal event.
While some of the causal mechanisms operate thr ough a single component
(such as mechanisms influencing the motivation of the offender), others
may operate through two or more components in conjunction (such as
thosewhich lead particular potential offendersinto contact with particular
attractivetargets).

In many cases such conjunctional processes are distal—for example,
the operation of local gover nment housing allocation policies (Bottoms and
Wiles. 1988; Hope and Foster, 1992) which assign individuals of particular
dispositions to live in particular locations with eventual criminogenic
effect. Other instances are closer to the proximal circumstances (but still
not yet there): for example, offenders who seek to put themselves in crime
situations by intent or even planning; and " lifexylé' processes (Gottfred-
son, 1984) which put people with particular dispositions (such as young
excitement-seekers) in particular kinds of situations (such as city-centre
discos and bars) where they end up as victims (or offenders). In the
proximal circumstances themselves, many conjunctions are possible: for
examplethe social interaction between mugger and soon-to-be-mugged is
a conjunction of offender and situation-shaper. The " essential” proximal
conjunction, however, is described by Feson's (1992) presence of likely
offender, presence of suitabletarget and absence of capable guardians. In
thetermsused here, this can be expanded to read: (1) presence of offender
with activated disposition to offend (including motivation, and physical
and mental resources); (2) presence of attractive and vulnerabletarget; (3)
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location in environment that logistically favor s offender and may motivate
offending: (4) prior absence of protective action by situation shapers; (5)
current absence of capable interveners;, and (5) likely future absence of
capablereactors.

The usual under standing of the term " opportunity" focuses purely on
aspects of the situation. However, with the proximal circumstances par a-
digm it is possible to define opportunity in terms of the conjunction of
offender and situation. It is, in effect, the motivation and mental and
physical resour ces of the offender that combinewith qualities of thetar get
and therest of the situation to makethat tar get vulnerableto a particular
person at a particular time and place. The aim of all preventive action is,
of cour se, to prevent these components of the" conjunction of opportunity”
from coming together—by one method or another to remove, block or
neutralize at least one of the necessary conditions for the criminal event
to occur.

Toenabletheparadigm to handle such conjunctions, sofar aspossible,
the components identified, and their characteristics, have been designed
to interlock. For example, the concept of " offender's resour ces to detect a
disguised target"” meshes precisaly with the concept of "target's distinc-
tiveness to the offender.” To take another example, the concept of " logis-
tical environment for the intervener” (eg., difficulty of summoning
assistance) meshes precisely with the concept of the "intervener's re-
sour ces for acting”' (e.g., knowledge of means of summoning assistance
and ability to carry it out). For a third example, the concept of " access
control” involves thejoint operation of virtually all the components of the
proximal circumstances: i) aspects of the environment—some sort of way
of restricting access to a single entry point; ii) authorization to enter, on
thepart of thelegitimateuser and denial of thistothe offender: Hi) ameans
of testing the authorization (use of an intervener, trained in inspection of
passes; or installation of a lock which the key has to fit); iv) a means of
denial of access (door latch, barrier—aspects of the tar get) which can be
controlled by ill). In each of these examples, the concepts mutually define
each other. But thisis not mere pedantry or redundancy of description; it
isvital to support classification, not to mention the construction of sound
theories.
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Social and Community Mechanisms

Two further consider ationsar e necessary to completethe paradigm, or
at least to define its limits. The terms "social” and " community” crime
prevention have frequently been used but poorly defined, as discussed in
section I11. While for present purposesit isimportant to acknowledge the
importance of social and community processes, it is equally important to
define them rigorously and explicitly; otherwisethey risk importing much
ambiguity into the paradigm. At this point, we are only concerned with
those social and community processes that operate within the proximal
circumstances—not those which operate distally.

Theparadigm isinherently social, given therolesand rolerelationships
at its heart. Social mechanisms that operate within the proximal circum-
stancesto causeor inhibit criminal eventsar e, however, taken rather more
specifically to involve relationships which exist before the proximal cir-
cumstances come together. Such prior relationships can facilitate or
restrain offending. Certain social processes such as reputation, stigmati-
zation or labeling (e.g., reputation as a fighter or asaresolver of conflicts)
act in ways akin to dispositions. Through ecological association, they are
effectively equivalent to stable properties of the individual: In the situa-
tions frequented by the offender, the peers who act as custodians of the
reputation may always be present, providing a ready audience and thus
aready influence. For example, felow gang membersin the gang's " home"
bar egging an offender on to fight.

The concept of community is notorioudy elusive both in general
(Willmott, 1986) and with regard to policing (Ekblom, 1986) and crime
prevention (Rosenbaum. 1988). But for present purposes those commu-
nity processes that operate within the proximal circumstances again
involve social relationships that preexisted outside the proximal circum-
stances of the events. Community is more specific than social, however,
and isoften equatablewith " locality” —i.e.. geogr aphical r elationships. The
two often do go together, but not always, an ethnic community, for
example, may be scattered spatially. The key additional elements are,
perhaps, common interest—whether this relates to a fixed territory or to
something moreabstract such as group member ship, relationshipsinvolv-
ing particular roles (e.g., employer/employee, neighbors,
teacher/pupil/parent), and networ ks. Community connectswith the pr ox-
imal circumstances paradigm through the overlapping of its central roles
with others such that the occupants of those roles relate in ways exter nal
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to the proximal circumstances (e.g., the offender is also the neighbor of
the intervener, or the intervener is also the employer of the situation
shaper); through their joint membership of networks; and through their
common interest in thetargets of crime or in thewelfare of the community
in general.

Between-Bvent Processes

Eventsdo not of cour se happen in isolation. It isworth explicitly stating
in the paradigm that there may be " feed-forward" from the outcome of one
criminal event to those that may follow. In particular, there will be
feed-forward to the offender (e.g., in terms of experience of success, failure
or punishment leading, through learning, to changes in all kinds of
dispositions), and to other potential offenders (general deterrence or
alternatively vicarious knowledge of how easy it is to succeed). There will
also be feed-forward to the affected situation (e.g., in terms of dealingwith
vulner abilities revealed by the event) and perhaps to wider sets of situa-
tions (e.g., redesigning a car lock that has been discovered to be easily
defeated). In all cases the influence is on future events, not the one that
hasjust happened. Failure to make this elementary but easily-overlooked
distinction clearly enough has led to confusion.

The paradigm of proximal circumstances has become considerably
mor e complicated than the bald " situation-disposition” one that was taken
as the starting point, or even than more sophisticated equivalentslikethat
of Felson. However, the extra complexity has, it is argued, brought with it
afar more comprehensive, systematic, detailed, interlocking and rigorous
coverage of types of criminal events, their causal mechanisms and the
potential means of their prevention. (The complexity also provides a
language for classifying and describing methods of offending—but that is
perhaps another story, awaiting, in particular, linkage with Cornish's
(1093) approach to crimes as scripts.) We now have a far better basis on
which to classify preventive action.

Wider | ssues

Before moving on to prevention itsdf, there are several wider points
which areworth making about the proximal cir cumstances paradigm. The
paradigm has borrowed concepts and causal mechanisms from psychol-
ogy, law. ecology and sociology—but only at the micro-level of the proximal
circumstances of criminal events. The vast bulk of the subject matter of
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these disciplines has deliberately not found its way into the paradigm, and
is regarded as covering distal causes that involve their own processes of
interest but which ultimately operate only viathe proximal causes alr eady
sketched. Other disciplines, such as geography and economics, are also
relevant for describing distal causes.

Some may think this approach reductionist, but the processes of
interest to these other perspectives can be seen as emergent properties
that reside in the patterns of proximal causes and their more distal
predecessors. In the course of identifying proximal causes and compo-
nents for the paradigm, a number of leads into distal causes have been
discussed. It is to the meso- and macro-levels of ecology, sociology,
geogr aphy and economics that we might look to try to understand why a
particular potential offender (with particular emotional, motivational and
moral dispositions, all the product of some set of distal causes) frequents
a particular situation, and how the components of the situation itself have
come together to produce the proximal cir cumstances of a criminal event.

Prom a single-event perspective, we may want to broaden out to
consider the geographic pattern of events in an area, or the pattern of
events in an individual's criminal career. We might also want to under -
stand how particular social and economic processes have led to the
distribution and maintenance of commonly occurring proximal situations,
such asthevulnerability of the motor vehicleto theft, or city center swhich
are surrendered to the young at night. Likewise, we may want to know
how changes in employment patterns and welfare benefits, privatization
of public housing, raising of the school-leaving age, increases in the
divor ce rate and the operation of the economic cycle all affect individuals
acquisition of particular dispositions and the activation of those disposi-
tions through current life circumstances. Rather than being a liability,
this focus on proximal causes may act as a sour ce of discipline, requiring
the more complex theories of crime and crime prevention to come down
to earth by defining their essential processes in relation to basic behavior al
and ecological realities—or at least making them connect up. Likewise,
this focus should help, and require, crime prevention practitioners to be
rather clearer in specifyingwhat mechanisms they hope their " youth wor k-
scheme (for example) will engage in the cour se of implementation, will use
in monitoring performance and ultimately will employ in evaluation of
implementation, process and performance.

Finally, it is worth pointing out that the deliberately broad definition
of crime prevention adopted to set the scene for the proximal circum-
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stances paradigm is comprehensive. In addition to the "new' crime
prevention, it encompasses all informal mechanisms of prevention such
as are envisaged in Hirschi's control theory (Hirschi, 1069), and all
preventive aspects of thecriminal justice system. Through incapacitation.
imprisonment is doing no more than keeping particular individuals with
a known predisposition to offend out of particular classes of situation.
Through correctional treatment, imprisonment seeks to alter the stable
dispositions to offend that people bringto situations. And through specific
and general deterrence, it aims to influence potential offenders strategic
and tactical decision making. Other sentences available to the courts,
such as fines, also seek to prevent through deterrence, whether financial
or through thewish to avoid shame. Probation aimsto prevent (re-Offend-
ing, for example, by seeking to influencethe strategic decisions of potential
offenders and to improve current life circumstances which may be moti-
vating the individuals to offend. Conventional police action operates
through a wide range of mechanisms, often in parallel. For instance,
patroling changes the situation (for example, in checking that doors are
locked—situation shaping—as well as supplying " capable interveners and
reactors' who pose the threat of arrest). And detection and arrest them-
selves, along with giving force to many situational methods of prevention,
are of course the lead into the offender-oriented and situation x offender-
oriented preventive mechanisms of the "highe" criminal justice system
just described. Police-run youth curfews keep particular categories of
people (with particular predispositions to offend in particular public
situations) off the streets late at night. They may also serve the situational
preventivemechanism of " target removal:" keepingyoung people(thistime
as targets rather than offenders) safe from sexual predators or other
exploiters. Finally, the criminal justice system as a whole aims to under -
write, and to dramatize, the moral order as a basis for the socialization of
theyoung and the maintenance of collective moral values acr oss commu-
nities and throughout individuals' lives.

While the paradigm and the definition of crime prevention used here
have now been shown to encompass the preventive functioning of the
criminal justice system, they also constitute a way of describing its
dysfunctionlng so as to make criminal events more likely by labeling,
stigmatizing (social reputation), disruption of stabilizing influences such
as jobs and family life (changing current states), and teaching criminal
skills and attitudes (criminality development).
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Decrimlnalization and offense removal strategies also come within the
scope of the present definition of crime prevention. The former describes
a process in which a given piece of behavior (perhapsin a given situation)
is no longer defined as criminal; the latter, abalition of the possibility of
committing the behavior at all, however defined. As an example, the U.K.
gover nment has contemplated abolishing the road fund license paid for
by vehicle owners each year and obtaining the revenue instead by an
increasein fuel tax, thereby totally abolishing the offense of failureto pay.

V. A PARADIGM FOR CRIME PREVENTION

Given that the primary purpose of this exercise is to unscramble the
diversity of preventive action, the focus now has to shift back again from
the mechanisms that cause criminal events, operating through the com-
ponents of the proximal circumstances, to intervention through the
mechanisms of crime prevention. Aswith developing the proximal cir cum-
stances paradigm, the procedure again involves being very explicit, spe-
cific and analytic. This approach is all the more vital here because trying
to pin down the diversity of preventive action, its organization and its
delivery, often involves characterizing ill-defined distal causes, social
structur es and social processes. The particular course taken isto usethe
proximal circumstances paradigm as the basic framework, and to work
backward in timefromit. adding components that ar e specifically preven-
tive.

To give an overview, the description begins at the criminal event itself
with the ultimate objectives of the preventive action—which typesof crime
are to be prevented in which proximal situations. Next in this backward
view are what can be called the "final intermediate objectives'—which
components of the proximal circumstances are intended to be changed by
the preventive action such that the conjunction necessary for the occur-
rence of the criminal event does not, in fact, take place. Prior to thisisthe
intervention in the causal chain leading to the proximal circumstances—
using a particular method of intervention at a particular point. Before even
this intervention may come another sequence of actions designed to bring
the intervention about—termed here the "method of insertion.” The de-
scription of the paradigm of prevention can be followed on Figure 2.



Method of insertion

Figure 2: The Paradigm of Prevention

Chain of

implementation

Fireal intermediate
objectives of METHOD
Particular components of
proximal circumstances
influenced

Ulimate objectives of
SCHEME
Particular types of criminal
event prevented in particukar
typos of proximal situalions

Method of intervention

Paint of
intervention

-212-




A Mechanism-Based Classification of Crime Prevention 213

Defining Preventive Action
Before embarking on this retrospective sequence, to avoid some con-
fusion it is first necessary to state some more formal definitions of the
terms used in describing preventive action, building on the discussion of
units of analysis in Section V.
(1) A scheme is a unitary piece of preventive action with a common
ultimate objective—i.e.. targeted on a particular crime problem in a
particular situation or set of situations. It may involve the im-
plementation of more than one method, but these methods are
closely integrated. Operationally, it usually involves one group of im-
plementers. one budget and one start date.

(2) A method is an element of preventive action which operates
through a particular and indivisible set of causal routes, ending up
as influences on one or more components of the proximal circum-
stances of criminal events. Where a method necessarily operates
through more than one component simultaneously (e.g.. keeping
particular offenders out of particular situations), it is termed con-
junctional.

(3) Causal mechanisms of prevention describe the ways in which the
methods actually have their effect, whether directly upon the compo-
nents of the proximal circumstances, or more distally viaa longer
chain of causation.

(4) A package is a collection of several schemes aimed at the same
situation or set of situations, the same crime problem, or both—i.e..
unified by the same ultimate objectives. However, implementers,
budgets, start dates and methods may all differ considerably.

To illustrate these distinctions, the Kirkholt Project in the North of
England (Forrester et al., 1088, 1090) introduced, over several years, a
package of schemesaimed at reducing burglary on aparticular high-crime
public housing estate. One scheme involved setting up mini-neighbor hood
watches comprising burglary victims and their immediate neighbors, and
implemented through the local victim support group. The method of the
scheme was surveillance, and the mechanisms included, for example,
improving the motivation of interveners and reactor s by heightening their
commitment to help one another. Another scheme concerned the method
and mechanism of target removal—r eplacing coin-operated domestic gas
meters with token-operated ones; obviously the gas company was in-
volved. These schemes together employed situational methods. Yet an-
other set of schemes within the overall package were offender oriented,
and enlisted the local probation service in implementing several methods
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of reducing local burglars motivation to offend. These methods included
ajob club, a credit union and action in support of those with a drugs/al-
cohol dependency. The methods focused partly on changing offenders
current states (influencing their current life circumstances by mecha-
nisms involving alleviation of needs by legitimate means), and partly on
changing their programmed potential (through mechanisms of depen-
dency treatment).

Having defined these basic units of preventive action, we can now move
on to describe ther essential features.

Ultimate Objectives of the Scheme

Right at the criminal event itself and its proximal circumstances, it is
possible to specify the ultimate objectives of the preventive action in the
current ter ms: What criminal eventsin what proximal circumstancesdoes
the scheme aim to prevent?

Thiscan usefully beunpacked further. Criminal eventscan beregarded
as instances of particular crime problems, classified by legal category.
Problem-oriented approaches to prevention (e.g., Clarke, 1902; Ekblom,
1988) ar guethat thisisinsufficiently specific for guiding preventive action.
The additional focus required, however, derives from two consider ations:
(1) the method of offending in the event, and (2) the relevant proximal
circumstances in which it took place. With the latter, the components
relevant here are the target of the criminal behavior, the environment in
which the target is located, and the offender. (Arguably, the method of
offending and the type of offender are not quite such " ultimate" objectives
as the others.) A complete formal description of the objective of a scheme
might thusread: " The prevention of burglary, by breaking rear windows,
of private dwellings, in public housing estates, committed by young
males." The ultimate specification would, of course, go on to name the
houses and name the estates—but that is implementation, not classifica-
tion. What is needed at this point is some way of classifying targets and
environments in sufficient detail to differentiate, but not to overwhelm.
Two ways of doing this can be identified—the scope of the objectives, and
the social level. These concepts arealso applied elsewherein the paradigm
of prevention.
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Scope of the Objectives

Scope simply refers to whether the objectives are broad, narrow or in
some cases focused on an individual point. Focus on crime types can be
on a narrow set (as with treatment to reduce sexual offending, or a
situational approach to pickpocketing) or a broad one (as with many
offender-oriented schemes that aim to prevent criminality, or situational
schemes that aim to improve overall "community safety”). Focus on
methods of offending can range from the generalized to the specialized.
Focus on proximal situations /environment relates to the location of the
criminal events that the scheme aims to prevent: Arethey in abroad set
of situations (e.g.. the whole country, as with preventing auto crime by
improving car security by design); in the whole of a city center (as with
some community safety schemes); or in a public housing estate (as with
an area or community-based scheme to address life cir cumstance prob-
lems of residents that may be motivating them to burgle dwellings in the
neighborhood)? Or are the criminal events in a narrow set of situations
(e.g., busqueuing shelter swhose redesign might reducejostling and hence
the logistical environment's contribution to pickpocketing)? Or are pre-
vention efforts aimed at a single situation (e.g., one particular hot-spot)?
Focus on proximal situations/target can again be broad (e.g., property-
marking all valuables), narrow (e.g., a particular vulnerable make of car)
or individual (e.g.. a particular house subject to multiple burglary).

Takingall thistogether it ispossibleto envisagetwo extremes. We could
have a scheme focusing on a single criminal event in a single environment
involving asingle target using a specific method of offending (e.g., prevent-
ing the theft of the crown jewels at the coronation by a cunning hor seback
snatch). By contrast, other schemes are so broadly targeted in both crime
type and situation that they could be said to cover "everything and
everywhere." These need not necessarily be dismissed as sloppy practice:
There are certain aspects of " capacity building" which are perfectly
acceptable as crime prevention. For example, activities such as awar eness
raising among local professionals about crime and its prevention; devel-
oping a local database for collection and analysis of crime incident
information in support of the " preventive process' (Ekblom, 1088); and
community empower ment/community development (through setting up
residents associations and other networks with the ultimate aim of
enabling people to identify and tackle crime problems themselves (eg.,
Forrester et al., 1990) could all come under this heading.
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Social Level of the Ultimate Objectives

Scope by itsdlf is a useful organizing concept, but it may not always be
differentiated enough qualitatively. To further characterize preventive
action, it is necessary to have some fairly ssimple way of representing the
range of "entities' in society that preventive action seeks to protect,
whether as targets of criminal events or environments in which they take
place. Theconcept of " social leve" , which aimstodojust this, incor por ates
the following:

(1) the structural level, involving processes oper ating within society

as awhole, such as employment, parenting or travel practices;

(2) community, involving some kind of spatial or group interest in

common, with role relationships and networks;

(3) the area of residence;

(4) institutions, including schools, clubs, churches, work organiza-

tions, the media;

(5) the peer group;

(6) family and intimates;

(7) the individual—individual target, individual environment.

This arrangement is not quite a continuum, and it is not necessarily
consistent or based on a unified modd of society (if one exists). It is more
a crude natural history of the Aristotelian kind, but it does offer a fairly
gener al-pur pose way of pinning down diversity. Within each levdl, it may
further be possible to list types of unit—e.g., units within the " ingtitution™
level can include school, youth club etc. Even further, if desired, it may
be helpful to specify the selection criteria for identifyingwhich of the units
are to receive preventive action (eg., high-crime schools, schools with
vulnerable students etc).

Taken together, the concepts of scope and social level/unit/selection
criterion permit areasonable (and flexible) specification of ultimate objec-
tives—of what crime types, using what method of offending, on what kind
of target, in what kind of environment, and committed by what kind of
offenders—the schemeaimsto prevent. If all preventive schemeshad their
objectives specified in this way. implementers and evaluators would have
a much easier timel
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Final I ntermediate Objectives of the M ethod

Just prior to the ultimate objectives of the scheme come what can be
called the" final inter mediate objectives' of the method: Which components
of the proximal circumstances does the preventive method seek to change?

The components of the proximal circumstancesto beinfluenced arein
effect " wherethe preventive action ends up" —the penultimate link in what
may be a long chain of cause and effect. The final link is, of course, the
impact of the changes made to the proximal circumstances on the
occurrence of the criminal event itself.

The Method of Intervention |tself

Preventive action has been characterized as intervening in. that is.
interrupting or diverting, the causal chain that would otherwise have led
to the proximal circumstances and on to the criminal event: What |Is the
point gfjlnal intervention on thecausal chain, andwhat action | sperformed
on what entity there. | nvolving what causal mechanisms?

The Point of Final Intervention of the Preventive Method

A very basic way of differentiating between interventions is simply to
describe how proximal or distal they are from the criminal event. Many
situational methods of prevention involveidentifying individual vulnerable
situations (such asacrime hot-spot, in thetermsof Sherman et al. [ 1089])
and altering them in situ—that is, the methods are completely proximal.
Some methods of prevention focusing on the offender are at the other
extreme, influencing, for example, the early development of an individual
at risk by provision of parenting support or extraschooling. However, these
are not the only combinations. A structural/technological intervention in
the labor market might allow for more home-based employment, which
could result in more interveners being at home to protect their property
against burglary, exemplifying a distal influence on situations. It is
difficult to think of a proximal intervention upon offendersalone, but there
are many instances involving individuals and situations in conjunction,
such as, exclusion of a particular rowdy individual from a particular pub.

Generally speaking, the more distal the point of intervention, the
greater the number of future individual criminal events that may be
knocked off-course. Unfortunately, in some circumstances this gain may
be at the expense of the probability of successful impact, long causal
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chains being the embodiment of the expression "many a dip twixt cup
and lip." However, this need not necessarily be so: Early and thorough
intervention in a child's family or schooling may actually channel the
life-course of that child away from further criminogenic influences, in
effect amplifying the impact of the original intervention. Further theoriz-
ing, resear ch and research synthesisin this area might ultimately under -
pin the capacity for crime prevention plannersto think strategically about
where to locate the best links in the causal chain for siting preventive
action, trading off cost, breadth of coverage, risk of failure and side-effects
such as stigmatization.

The Entities on Which the Method of | ntervention Oper ates

The" social levd" of intervention can again beused, thistimeto identify
the entities which ultimately receive the preventive action. The same
listing of levels (e.g., institutions, individuals) and units (e.g., schools,
potential offenders) that was suggested to characterize the locus of the
ultimate objectives of preventive schemes can be applied here. The list of
individual units can, however, be expanded a little to include not just
environments and targets but also offenders and modulator s—because a
preventive scheme can seek to influence these too. For example, the
intervention can consist of deterrent posters aimed at vandals, or of
campaigns persuading people to lock their cars.

On what basisisone exemplar of a unit selected for intervention rather
than another—one school, or type of school; one offender; one area; one
community; one situation shaper; one modd of car; one hot-spot...? It is
her ethat the Brantingham and Faust (1976) distinction between primary,
secondary and tertiary prevention fits in, whether applied to offenders
(population in general, those at risk of offending, those who have offended
already and are known to the criminal justice system) or situations
(situations in general, targets at risk, targets suffering from multiple
victimization (Farrdl. 1992).

The Causal Mechanisms of the Criminal Event which are
Interrupted by the Preventive Method

It may be important to consider the nature of the causal mechanisms
which would have led to the criminal event, but which the preventive
action interrupts. On the situational side, this is relatively simple to
determine, because by definition situational schemes generally intervene
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directly in the mechanisms that operate in the proximal circumstances.
One exception perhaps relates to processes of deterrence, which give
offenders advance warning of the invulnerability or unattractiveness of a
target or of the presence of capable interveners and reactors, and hence
alter their decisions. However, deterrence of this kind can only really be a
subsidiary preventive mechanism to areal changein the situation itsdf—
the target has been made less vulnerable, the interveners have been
brought in and motivated, etc.

On the offender-oriented side, the mechanisms subject to intervention
range from the near-proximal to the very distal; qualitatively, there is
immense diversity. At the distal end, the learning process and the social-
ization process are mechanisms which obviously contribute to the pro-
gramming of dispositions (asdo physiological processesin the case of drug
addiction). Structural processes still further back—r elating to patter ns of
mobility and employment and to cultural norms—influence socialization
in their turn.

More proximally, the current life circumstances of potential offenders
influence the state-setting of their dispositions prior to the criminal event:
debt, bad housing, peer pressure, etc. (Such circumstances may also serve
to maintain the programmed potential of dispositions.) Lifestyle and
routine activity processes direct offenders into particular situations, and
there may be many ecological associations between influences on pro-
gramming, state-setting and presence. Of course, all these processes
operate in the context of schools, peer groups, family, etc., characterized
for classification purposes by the various social levels.

The Action Performed on the Units at the Point of
I ntervention—M ethod and M echanismsof Prevention

In focusing on the method and mechanisms of intervention, at one level
it may be enough merely to give a description in terms of the relevant
proximal components influenced and their characteristics. Examples of
such descriptions might include: " reducing vulner ability of target due to
its lack of resistance," "increasing perceptual capacity and motivation of
intervener," and "satisfying the need for excitement." These serve to
rever se the perspective and the terminology of the paradigm of proximal
circumstances. However, in many contexts this may not be sufficiently
informative: itisreally just are-phrase. Themissingingredient iscaptured
in a"by" phrase: for example, " reducing vulnerability of target due to its
lack of resistance, by physical strengthening of lock"; " increasing per cep-
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tual capacity and motivation of intervener by training in detection of
suspicious behavior and rewarding for successful interventions'; and
" satisfying the need for excitement by providing the challenging activity of
white-water canoeing."

The Method of Insertion of Preventive Action

Moving still further backward in time from the criminal event, it is
necessary to add a further processto the paradigm of prevention, onethat
is prior to the intervention itsdf: What Is the method by which the
implementation of the preventiveaction begins?

Consider two school-based preventive schemes. Both operate at the
social level of "ingitutions,” but in other respects they are very different..
The first scheme attempts to influence the school ethos to affect, in turn,
the dispositions of the individual pupils that they will take with them to
the outside world. The second involves persuading the school to identify
individual pupils at risk of offending and to give them remedial education.
In the first, the preventive action intervenes in the causal chain leading
to the criminal event right at the point of the functioning of the school as
a wholeg; it begins and ends here. In the second, the action also begins
with the whole school but ends elseswhere: There are further actors
involved and actions required in the explicit service of crime prevention
before the scheme directly intervenes in the original causal chain. This
might be described as a separate and distinct causal chain, the chain of
implementation. The point where this chain begins can be referred to as
thepoint of insertion; it is linked by the chain of implementation to the
point of I ntervention, already described.

To take another example, the crime preventer might take direct action
in identifying and intervening in a car park which is the scene of frequent
auto crime; or. might alter natively work with a national car park-owning
company (the point of insertion) to get them to introduce the same range
of security measures. As before, the initial point of insertion can be
described in proximal-distal terms. Once again, the longer the chain of
implementation, the less reliable may be the chances of securing theright
intervention in the right place, but the larger the numbers of potential
offenders and/or situations that it may be possible to influence.

These chains of implementation describe multiple stages of cause and
effect—or a hierar chy of objectives—within individual schemes. It isworth
noting that a similar structure may exist in the organizational arrange-
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ments behind the commissioning of schemes. The crime preventer role
may involve more than just a single individual or a single multi-agency
team. It may also involve a hierarchy in which (as with the Safer Cities
Programme) there are national team leaders; local coordinators responsi-
ble for preparing a strategy and setting up and funding preventive
schemes; and implementers of individual schemes (e.g., a local victim
support group may receive money from the coordinator to implement
security measures in the houses of existing victims of burglary).

As with the selection of units to receive the final intervention, so the
units of insertion can be characterized by using the social levels frame-
work. As seen in the previous examples, the levels and units may be the
same (inserted in school; interveningin school ethos) or different (inserted
in school; intervening with individual pupils). Criteria by which the units
are selected for insertion can also be listed. Methods and their hypothe-
sized mechanisms of insertion can also be identified—mass publicity,
individual persuasion, teaching, training; negotiation; legislation; incen-
tives; defining standards; and rule-setting.

Thisretrospective account completes the present attempt at constr uct-
ing a paradigm to characterize preventive action—although it is readily
acknowledged that further elements probably need to be brought in—for
example to depict multi-agency or partnership working.

VI. A CLASSIFICATION FRAMEWORK FOR
PREVENTIVE ACTION

It is now possible, at last, to draw on both the paradigm of proximal
circumstances and the paradigm of prevention to put together a classifi-
cation framework which should go a considerable way toward having the
desired properties listed in section Il of this paper. Essentially, every
component identified within the two paradigms can be wsed as a peg on
which to hang a separate dimension of classification.

Reflecting the earlier description of the paradigm of prevention, the
dimensions of classification can be divided into three principal realms: the
ultimate objectives of the scheme; the final inter mediate obj ectives of each
preventive method employed in the scheme (in other words, the compo-
nents of the proximal circumstances that are targeted); and the methods
themselves—insertion and intervention.

It should be noted at this point that the term " mechanism” does not
actually figurein this liss—an absence that deserves explanation given the
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prominence the concept has been accorded up to now. As already sug-
gested, mechanisms themselves may not provide a good basis for general
classifications, because of their open-ended diversity and their often
hypothetical nature. As such, they are more suitable for droppinginto a
box in a classification rather than constituting the boxes themselves.
(There is always diversity left over at the tips of the branches of any
classification tree. Otherwise, it would not be a classification, but an
enumeration.) However, mechanisms remain crucial in the planning,
monitoring and evaluation of individual schemes, and mechanism-based
classifications may be useful within a particular narrow component
domain (e.g., schemes using situational methods that oper ate on physical
targets). M ethods—which at least are visible and measur able—constitute
a far more convenient basis for classification, and methods can be
arranged around the conver gent set of components and sub-components
of proximal circumstances on which the methods and their mechanisms
ultimately operate. This, then, isthe closest that the present classificatory
approach can reasonably get to thefundamental units of mechanism—al-
though the concept remains central.

The Ultimate Objectives of the Preventive Scheme: What Crime
Problems Does it Seek to Reduce and Where?

(1) Targeting of criminal events by the scheme can be:
(1.1) specified by crime type(s),
(1.2) specified by method of offending,
(1.3) specified by type of potential offender,
(1.4) broad or narrow in scope.

(2) Targeting of the proximal situation, in which reductionsin the
frequency of criminal events are sought, can be:

(2.1) specified by situation type(s) (type of target of criminal be-
havior and type of environment), and

(2.2) broad, narrow or individual in scope.

The Final Intermediate Objectives of the Method(s) Employed
by the Scheme: Which Components of the Proximal
Circumstances Does the Method Seek to Influence?

The entire hierarchical tree of components identified in section IV can
be used in classification. The method can seek to influence the situation
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or the offender's disposition: within the former, via the target, the envi-
ronment or modulators; and within the latter, via programming (develop-
mental, or criminality-reduction approaches), or via current state-setting
(roughly eguivalent to changing current life circumstances). Conjunc-
tional combinations (e.g.. situation x offender) can also be incor porated
within a classification, but are not listed here because there are so many
possible combinations of components.

The Method of Prevention Itself: What are the Methods and
Mechanisms of I ntervention and I nsertion, and How Are They
| mplemented?

(D) Where is the point of intervention in the causal chain?

(1.1) proximal or distal?

(1.2) At which social level are the units of intervention?

(1.3) What are the units of intervention?

(1.4) How are the units of intervention tar geted?
(2 What method is used in intervention, which hypothesized preven-
tive mechanisms are engaged, and which hypothetical causal mecha-
nisms of criminal events do they interrupt or divert?
(3) Where is the initial point of insertion?

(3.1) Proximal or distal?

(3.2) At which social level are the units of insertion?

(3.3) What are the units of insertion?

(3.4) How are the units of insertion selected?
(49 What method is used, and which hypothesized mechanisms are
engaged, in insertion?
(5) What is the chain of implementation connecting insertion and in-
tervention? In particular, is the implementation direct (straight to
the point of intervention) or indirect (via a chain of implementation)?
And if indirect, what are the intermediate objectives at each link of
the chain?

This is, of course, a " skdeton" classification only, with little tangible
content. The important thing to note at this point is that, despite the
blandness that comes from its presentation in an abstract form, each
element refers to a different aspect of prevention that is significant in its
own right. To flesh out the classification would require lists of methods,
social levels and their units, and so forth. One realization of the possibil-
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ities for classification currently being deveoped for use in the Safer
Citieevaluation is illustrated in Figure 3. (Due to space constraints the
illustration only goes down alimited number of levels.)

Choice of Classfication—Content and Form

The " components of proximal circumstances' dimension is the core of
the classification, getting as close as possible to the mechanisms that
underlie crime prevention without becoming entangled in their open-
ended diver sity and conjectural natur e. However, what hasbeen developed
is essentially a toolkit for classification and description, rather than a
single" takeit or leaveit" taxonomy. Depending on theuser'spurpose, any
of the features of preventive schemes or their methods can be used for
classification, and the classification can take on a range of forms. In all
cases, though, the classifications constructed are unified by the underly-
ing paradigms of proximal circumstances and prevention itself.

Classification could bedoneusing asingledimension or acombination,
as with van Dijk and de Waard's (1091) two-dimensional framework.
Within a given dimension, classification could be broad or specific. For
example, in the case of the "component of proximal circumstances"
dimension, a broad classification could serve merely to distinguish be-
tween offender-oriented schemes, situational schemes and those that
operate on situation X offender conjunctions. A specific classification
could make more subtle distinctions relating, for ‘example, to which
sub-components of the situation wer e affected by the preventive action—
interveners, situation shapers, logistical environment, target attractive-
ness, target vulnerability, etc.; or even a matrix of combinations.

It would be rare for anyone to want to use every last detail of these
possibilities for classification or description unless the circumstances
were exceptional: for example, in compiling a computerized knowledge
base of " what has been done, and what works?" to providefor retrieval of
exemplar susing awiderange of specifications; or for compilingadatabase
with multiple and open-ended functions suitable for classifying a wide
range of schemes, asin the Safer Cities Programme evaluation.

A Language for Describing Prevention

It isworth pointingout that, aswith all detailed classification systems,
the proximal circumstances approach could serve equally well as a
language providing the possibility of formally describing instances of
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preventive action. A fairly exhaustive description of a scheme could run
for example as follows.

The scheme operates by a trade-press publicity campaign inserted at
the social level of institution and the unit of hardwar e shops (with all
such shops in the locality being selected): this leads via a chain of
implementation that ultimately requires individual residents to pur-
chase home security devices, to the point of intervention—the fitting
of the devices: these interrupt the causal chain by the mechanism of
giving resour ces to situation shapers at the social level of "individual”
and unit of "households'; which interruption is expressed, in the
proximal circumstances of the criminal events, through its influence
on situation shapers (in using the fitted devices) and targets (in
physically resisting entry of offenders). All this ultimately leads to the
non-occurrence of burglary in the households in the area where the
campaign was run ... meeting the scheme's ultimate objectives.

Thelanguage could also be used to give firm and explicit definitions of
what are currently vague but important entities such as "social" crime
prevention. One such attempt, (which is unlikely to command consensus
among advocates of social crime prevention, but which isworth tryingin
order to make the point) could be as follows:

Social crime prevention involves methods which are: (1) offender-ori-
ented (in their final intermediate objectives); (2) whose point of inter-
vention isrelatively distal ("roots' of criminality, for changing offenders
programmed potential, " current life circumstances® for changing their
current state); and (3) whose method of intervention involves interrupt-
ing or diverting those causal mechanisms of criminal events that
operate at the social levels of structure, community or institutions.

Note that this definition excludes a lot of methods which do neverthe-
less involve social processes, such as surveillance. These are methods
which proponents of social crime prevention often acknowledge but do not
consider to be "social." Perhaps here is an opportunity to force out a
positive, explicit and consistent definition. The whole area of social,
ecological, community and lifestyle-oriented approaches to prevention
could greatly benefit from being pinned down, defined and differentiated
in this way.

CONCLUSIONS

In setting out to write this paper, the intention was to produce a better
classification system for types of crime prevention activity. In the course
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of writing the task evolved, seemingly under its own momentum, into
something much more. It began with a definition of crime prevention, and
with paradigms for the causation of criminal events and of the im-
plementation and structure of crime prevention itself, centered on causal
mechanisms and based on a minimal theory drawn from a range of
relevant disciplines. The task ended up not just with a single, rigid "take
it or leave it" classification, but with a conceptual toolkit which can be
realized in anumber of waysin relation toboth form and content according
to a wide range of needs. Nonetheless all are based on a unitary and
consistent set of concepts that (as far as possible subject to the current
limitations of their parent disciplines) interlock reasonably well. At times,
the language and the concepts developed have been rather abstract and
highly differentiated. But this has been necessary, first, to come to grips
with the extremely dippery concepts of situation and disposition, and with
the discussion of different types of causation; and second, to pull together
such immense diversity as one might expect to be encompassed in the
range of methods of controlling human behavior.

Casual users of the classification system will obviously not wish to be
bother ed with the complexity of the full schema, but they need not be. All
they require is some smplified version adapted to their circumstances,
but nonetheless based on theoriginal. However, practitioners, researchers
and evaluators at the "serious' end of crime prevention may find it
worthwhile investing in the effort required to become familiar with the
ter ms, the concepts and thewhole per spective. I n fact, what is offered here
may be regarded, without being too far-fetched, as the beginnings of a
discipline of crime prevention, to replace extremely partial coverages of the
field, and often loosaly-defined and equally-loosdly used sets of terms and
concepts. Practitioners, researchers, evaluators and theorists in other
fields such as medicine routinely make such a collective and individual
investment. Why not, eventually, crimeprevention?

The establishment of crime prevention as a discipline rather than a
somewhat haphazard collection of theory, skillsand know-how would have
many benefits in fostering research and theory, training and guiding
practitioners in selecting preventive methods and setting objectives for
implementation, facilitating evaluation and generalization of conclusions,
and development of a systematic knowledge base. Other less conventional
possibilities might include providing a basis other than pure hunch for
the making of "crime impact statements': A predictive approach might
involve saying, for example, "if you build that car park here then you will
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get a lot of auto thefts'; or. "if you enact that legislation on homel essness.
then you will reduce offending by this group of people, but may exacer bate
offending in this other group.”

Where Next?

There are two ways forward. First, it is hoped that this article will
stimulate debate and constructive criticism, not just on the fine detail,
say, of the components of the proximal circumstances, but on the defini-
tion of prevention, the paradigms and so forth. In so doing the intention
is to foster the devdopment of the discipline of crime prevention as a
cumulative effort. In this connection, it is perhaps worth restating that
most of the concepts incorporated within the paradigms of proximal
circumstances and of prevention have a clear pedigree from the ideas of
Felson. Clarke and others. (Probably the most influential was a diagram
by Clarke, first published in 1977 and subsequently appearingin Clarke
and Mayhew [1980:4], identifying a wide range of causes of criminal
behavior which ultimately had ther influence through situation and
disposition.) Despiteits origins largely in the situational side, it is hoped
that the approach will serve as a bridge to improve links between situa-
tional and offender-oriented perspectives—to get them on the same con-
ceptual map.

Second, aswell as being debated, it is hoped that the classification will
develop through being used. If nobody else does so, it will at least be used
in the context of the immediate cause of its creation—the Safer Cities
Programme evaluation. The various concepts and distinctions of the
classification have already undergone several revisions in the course of
coming to grips with the diversity of Safer Cities schemes. In the course
of classifying all thisactivity theintention isto make further adjustments,
for example, by adding and sorting out exemplar units within the various
social levels (houses, shops, etc.). The classification process has already
started to force us to make some quite unexpected distinctions between
actions that have usually been lumped together—sorting Aristotle's por-
cupines from his sea urchins, as it were. Classification is being aided by
creating a computerized menu-based "identification key," rather akin to
botanical identification keys, which proceed by a sequence of nested
questions (" Does the plant have two or four petals? If two. does it have
alternate or paired leaves?" ...etc.). This will read straight into the rela-
tional database used for the evaluation. Besides identifying " what type of
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action is located where" for the purpose of better linking measures of
action to measures of outcome (Ekblom, 1993), it is hoped that the
information taken in will constitute the beginnings of a cumulative body
of organized and easily-retrieved information on preventive activity.

Only after these two avenues of devel opment—discussion and applica-
tion—have been pursued might it be appropriate to set down a detailed
and comprehensive taxonomy of preventive action based on the classifi-
cation developed here, or its descendant.

+
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Notes

1. This has not prevented the occasional dispute: The taxonomic world was
thrown into ferocious debate a few years ago with the arrival of the
"cladistic" approach, which was more closaly based on genetics and which
overturned some ideas of what was fundamental and what was superficial.

2. Such "non-events' are really best considered as "events that might have
been”; for example, had the front door not been locked and bolted, or had
the (potentia) offender not had the remedia schooling.... These events are
"virtua"—but, even so, they are worth retaining because they help to bring
to afocus the paradigm shortly to be described.

3. It covers theories of crimina events, but not theories of crime, because
that would have to encompass why particular classes of event become
defined as criminal. Nor does it cover theories of criminal careers, although
the mechanisms that influence individual criminal events and crimina
careers should clearly form overlapping sets. Nor does it cover theories of
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area crime rates, although—notwithstanding Hirschi (1086)—the two
should ultimately be able to be linked.

4. In all these examples, it should be noted that the causation of the
criminal behavior is alwaysjoint causation—the product of an interaction,
or arepeated succession of interactions, between disposition and situation.
Reference to " determined by the situation” is therefore always an abbrevi-
ation of " co-determined by the situation and the disposition."
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