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The Big Problem

with Performance




Implementation failure

 Demonstration project ‘success stories’ in crime
prevention/ community safety often fail to work

when mainstreamed

* Problem-Oriented Policing continues to be hard

to Implement to a high-enough standard


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Starting point for improving crime prevention.

Many commentators have pointed to a history of implementation failure in crime reduction, community safety or Problem-Oriented Policing 

[Hereafter for brevity ‘community safety’ refers also to crime reduction and Problem-Oriented Policing; antisocial behaviour is included along with crime.]




Familiar Explanations of
Implementation Failure

e Deficient project management skills

e Limited analytic capacity of practitioners
e Short-term funding

e Over-centralised management

o Unsupportive organisational context


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The commentators have attributed it to various factors such as deficient project management skills, short-term funding and over-centralised management, limited analytic capacity and unsupportive organisational context. �


New Explanation of Implementation Failure

e Limitations of knowledge, how it Is captured
through impact & process evaluation and
how It Is managed

These limitations hinder:

 Performance of community safety at Policy,
Delivery, Practice levels

Common underlying theme:

 Failure to handle complexity of choice, delivery
and action that creating and maintaining
community safety requires


Presenter
Presentation Notes
I want to focus on alternative, though not necessarily exclusive, diagnoses centring on the limitations of the kinds of knowledge collected by, and applied from, impact and process evaluations of community safety actions.  These limitations constrain the performance of those responsible for decisions and actions ranging from strategic policy to tactical practice. 
One common underlying theme is the failure to handle the complexity of choice, delivery and action that creating and maintaining community safety requires.



What Kinds of Knowledge can
Research & Evaluation Supply?

Know-about crime problems
Know-what WOrks to reduce crime/ increase safety
Know-who to involve

Know-when to act

Know-where to distribute resources
KNow-why - symbolism, values, politics, ethics

Know-how to put into practice


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Evaluations can contribute to a range of types of applicable knowledge about crime and its prevention (Ekblom 2002a; Nutley et al., 2003): 
·Know-about crime problems, and their costs and wider consequences for victims and society; offenders’ modus operandi, legal definitions of offences, patterns and trends in criminality,   risk and protective factors... and theories of causation.  
·Know-what works – what methods work, against what crime problem, in what context, with what side-effects and what cost-effectiveness.  
·Know-who to involve and how – contacts for advice, potential partners and collaborators who can be mobilised as formal or informal preventers; service providers, suppliers of funds and   equipment and other specific resources; and sources of wider support. 
Know-when to act – knowing the right time to make particular moves – the climate must be right, other initiatives need to be coordinated with etc.
Know-where to target and distribute resources.
Know-why – covering the symbolic, emotional, ethical, cultural, political and value-laden meanings of crime and reductive action, including fairness and justice.  Failure to address these issues can cause even the most rational and evidence-based actions to be rejected. The classic example is the public outrage sometimes caused by expensive sporting activities for young offenders.  
Know-how to put into practice – knowledge and skills of implementation and other practical processes, and methodologies for research and analysis. 


Know-How —
Process of Doing Community Safety 1

 Know-how draws all other knowledge together

* Users need knowledge and technical skill to help:

» Define the crime/ safety problem

« Select intervention methods, which are evidence-based,
suitable to tackle the targeted crime problems in context;
and fit the priorities and available resources of the
responsible organisation/s

* Replicate the methods

* Innovate where replication is not possible or sensible — eg
lack of adequate evaluations, new contexts, new problems


Presenter
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Know-how is, in effect, of a different order to the other kinds of knowledge in that it draws them all together in the process of doing community safety. From the perspective of the users of evaluation findings (whether practitioners, those responsible for directing delivery at a higher level, or those who formulate local or national policy) knowledge and technical skill are required to help:
Define the crime/safety problem, if this is not already clear.
Select intervention methods, which are evidence-based, (ie derive from good-quality evaluations already conducted) suitable to tackle the targeted crime problems in their particular contexts; and in line with the priorities and available resources of the responsible organisation/s.
Replicate the methods – converting (usually) written accounts and instructions originating from evaluations into practical action, whether a single project or the roll-out of an entire programme built around a particular model or method. 
There will, however, be many occasions when no direct evaluation finding fits, or can be generalised to supply the necessary information. This may be due to the paucity of evaluation material, especially that which is reliable (Sherman et al 1997); the marked context-dependency of crime reduction activity (Tilley 1993a; Ekblom 2002a) and the great variety of contexts to be adapted to; and the tendency of social and technological change and co-evolving offenders to render what once worked, obsolete (Ekblom 1997, 1999, 2002a). An incomplete evidence base is therefore inevitable, meaning that the knowledge we obtain and assemble through evaluation should also be deliberately designed to enable practitioners and policy-makers to:
Innovate


Know-How —
Process of Doing Community Safety 2

e Every replication involves some degree of innovation
followed, ideally, by monitoring, feedback, adjustment

 Innovation draws on:

« High-level principles of intervention which can generate
plausible new ideas where there is no specific evidence base.
Such principles will usually derive from theories, ideally in
combination

« Detalls of practical methods whose elements can be
recombined in different ways to realise existing kinds of
Intervention in new contexts, or new kinds of intervention
altogether
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Innovation is a requirement more fundamental than might otherwise be thought because the context-dependency just described means that virtually every replication involves some measure of innovation followed, ideally, by monitoring, feedback and adjustment. 
Innovation in turn has to draw on two things:
High-level principles of intervention which can generate plausible new ideas where there is no specific evidence base. Such principles will usually derive from theories, or combinations of theories.  To the extent that evaluation itself is able to test and refine these theories through the manipulation and attribution of causes, it can help build the theoretical platform for innovation.  
Details of practical methods whose elements can be recombined in different ways to realise existing kinds of intervention in new contexts, or new kinds of intervention altogether.  Capturing and assessing this information is another function of evaluation.
Evaluation, knowledge and performance are therefore intimately intertwined. To the extent that evaluations can draw on existing theory and knowledge of detailed causal mechanisms (Pawson and Tilley 1997; Tilley 1993b), they can pose sharper, more searching questions, and deliver tighter evidence that can better be applied. (In this respect, the relationship between theory and evaluation is less a one-sided affair and more like that between a river and its banks.) 



Information Captured by Evaluation
— Limitations for Informing Policy

and Delivery, and Guiding Practice

* Impact evaluation — knowledge too narrow for
Selection of Interventions

* Process evaluation — too simplified for
Replication and Innovation


Presenter
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Both impact and process evaluation however have demonstrated quite serious limitations in the sorts of information they capture, which have, I believe, served to constrain their utility. A similar critique is advanced by the German-led Beccaria programme for improving the quality of both crime prevention practice and its documentation. In the following two sections I review how both kinds of evaluation and the resultant knowledge are too narrowed-down and oversimplified respectively to inform policy and delivery, and to guide practice.  The first section, on selection of action, gives greater emphasis to shortcomings of impact evaluation, the second, on replication and innovation, to those of process evaluation. �


Policy Choices at National

and Local Levels —
Selecting Interventions for

Programmes and Projects




Limitations to Current Guidance
Material for Policy Choice

 Knowledge compressed into just a few

numbers — impact or effect size

 EG Systematic Reviews of What Works —

Campbell Collaboration

e Being rigorous and systematic is very
necessary — but not sufficient If results are

confined to one dimension


Presenter
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This material for guiding policy choice can be assembled at any level of detail, but there is a tendency for evaluations of community safety projects to compress the knowledge gleaned into just a few numbers reflecting impact, such as percentage reduction of crime or fear; or some more sophisticated equivalent such as effect size (based on odds ratios).  The ultimate expression of this tendency is the Campbell Collaboration, a move to conduct systematic and rigorous reviews of evaluation of what works in specific fields of social research such as crime prevention. It is modelled on a similar programme in medical science.   Examples of these reviews, on the effectiveness of CCTV (Welsh and Farrington 2002) and of street lighting (Farrington and Welsh 2002). show what can be done through this approach.  By default they also show what still needs to be done to fill the gaps in our ability to reliably inform community safety action.  
The systematic review, and the compression of impact results more generally, have undoubted value in simplifying policy and delivery choices. Those choices are enhanced when cost-effectiveness information is included (for example the York University synthesis of cost effectiveness information on the burglary reduction projects in the UK Home Office’s Crime Reduction Programme (Bowles and Pratipyo 2004) and the Home Office’s own use of this kind of information in guiding policy decisions (Home Office 2004).  But an essentially one-dimensional approach to What Works has significant limitations whether the relevant actions are being planned locally or nationally. 



Knowledge Framework for Policy Choice
Multiple Dimensions of Policy Performance

Selecting interventions that are effective, cost-effective and
whose benelit significantly outweighs cost

Efficient largeting on causes of crime/ safety problem
Prioritisation on harm, needs of victim & wider society
Coverage on the ground — how much of crime problem tackled?
Scope — narrow range or broad range of crime types tackled?
Adapitability — proofed v soc/ tech change/ adaptive offenders

Taking action over appropriate fimescales
Pursuing policies sustainable financially and in HR terms

Avoiding undesirable s/ide-effects of action and balancing
fradeoffs with other policy values

Maximising /egitimacy/ acceptability of actions
Ensuring policies are deliverable in rollout of programs
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The most appropriate framework for linking knowledge derived from evaluation findings to policy is one based on performance.   Performance at a strategic level (whether national or local) can be assessed along a range of dimensions. These dimensions are content-free, and complement the kind of performance indicators which reflect the state of particular policy problems such as Reassurance or violent crime. The dimensions are as follows:
Obviously, selecting interventions that are effective, cost-effective and whose benefit significantly outweighs cost
Being responsive and scalable to crime/safety problems, which includes:
 Accurate targeting on needs of victim and wider society – intervening universally or selectively as appropriate; and on causes of crime/safety problem – intervening at appropriate levels from local to international.; in terms of severity of consequences of crime/safety problems (and perhaps in line with wider policy targets)

Coverage on the ground, in terms of what proportion of a given crime problem the policy aims to tackle. Here, context knowledge is especially important. It may sometimes be most cost-effective to target only the worst-hit areas or the most serious crimes, but there are also benefits from interventions which can protect more targets of crime or influence more offenders, even if less efficiently. Ekblom (1998) illustrates this choice in relation to the evaluation of the Safer Cities Programme.
Scope, in terms of the range of different crime problems that are tackled in the sphere of responsibility of the policymakers. 
Adaptability to changing circumstances (eg technological/social change or criminals’ countermoves – Ekblom 1997, 1999; Turning the corner) and are not locked into fixed conditions.
Taking action over appropriate timescales – short, medium, long term.
Pursuing policies that are sustainable in themselves over the desired timescales and do not jeopardise other community safety priorities through hunger for human/ financial resources. 
Avoiding significant undesirable side-effects of action – such as stigmatisation of areas or people, and balancing or creatively optimising tradeoffs eg interference with other values and policy areas such as privacy or environmental sustainability, inequity of provision or even displacement of crime onto more vulnerable victims.
Maximising legitimacy or acceptability of preventive actions, within the wider population, within minority subgroups, or even among offenders themselves.
Ensuring policies are deliverable. Although policymakers do not need to get immersed in detail of delivery their decisions must take account of the likelihood of policy action successfully delivering appropriate action on the ground, and of that action then successfully producing the desired policy outcome. 

If these are the dimensions of policy-performance, then evaluations, and the knowledge bases that organise the results of those evaluations, must reflect the dimensions in the features by which the evaluated actions are assessed and characterised
Having systematic access to this array of information on community safety interventions would give decision-makers a kind of ‘Consumers’ Report’, to guide their selection of types of action to implement.  Absence or inconsistency of this information must surely mean poorer policy decisions, whether these are made nationally or locally �




Good Practice In
Community Safety —

Replication and Innovation
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The focus now moves to practice on the ground – to the design and execution of specific projects targeted on specific local crime/ community safety problems. In particular, to the questions of replication and innovation. �


Routine Replication/ Mainstreaming
of ‘Success Stories’ Hard to Deliver

o Superficial interventions and descriptions of
Interventions — weak rationale

 \Weak evaluations
o Lack of synthesis of the results

e ‘Cookbook’ replications — principles/
mechanisms, process and context are all
Important

e Limited innovation


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Reviews of community safety projects (eg Bullock and Tilley (2003), and Read and Tilley (2002); Sutton (1996) on the Safer Cities Programme, and Goldstein (2003) on Problem-Oriented Policing) commonly reveal superficial interventions with no clear understanding of the causes of the crime problem and a lack of focus on either the fundamental principles of community safety or the detailed causal mechanisms by which the methods are meant to work (Pawson and Tilley 1997).  An example too often seen can be paraphrased as ‘this project is about working with young people’.  Now, this could equally be a good intervention or a poor one;  it is certainly a poor description.  What exactly is the project trying to do – and how exactly does it work?  Both questions need answering before practitioners can reliably replicate. 
Insufficient focus on causes and causal mechanisms additionally weakens the causal inferences made by impact evaluations and the replicability of their results. Sadly, therefore, we find many cookbook replications – which do not seek to copy the underlying mechanisms of a successful intervention, or the intelligent process of going from analysis to intervention to implementation. Instead, they only copy its external form.  They also fail to recognise that a method may work well in one social context, but not in others.  Crime reduction methods are not like pesticide which can be sprayed uniformly over all the fields and have the same universal effect.  A particular mechanism, such as deterrence of offenders by a CCTV system, may need a highly specific set of preconditions to be established among both offenders and crime situation before the desired mechanism is triggered, which then may or may not lead to the desired result.
We also find limited innovation (cf Sutton 1996).  Creativity too comes from an organised knowledge of principles and an ability to splice them together to suit specific instances, rather than from a random idea generator or a fixed repertoire.
Weak evaluations

Lack of synthesis of results – a pile of bricks, not a building.


Designing a knowledge
system for practice,

delivery and policy
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The focus now moves to practice on the ground – to the design and execution of specific projects targeted on specific local crime/ community safety problems. In particular, to the questions of replication and innovation. �


Equipping Practitioners —

Technicians or Professional Consultants?

 Rather than supply practitioners with many
fixed solutions, better to equip them with
generic principles of community safety and

knowledge of process
e Should help practitioners think less like
technicians applying a simple prepackaged

remec

y; and more like expert consultants,

using

orinciples to customise to context, to

Innovate, design and reconfigure diagnoses
and solutions as they go
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Under all these circumstances, we would do better to arm practitioners with a set of generic principles of community safety and knowledge of the process, rather than supply them merely with large numbers of fixed solutions which, may not always fit, and may in any case become obsolete.  

More broadly put, we should help practitioners, when appropriate, to think less like technicians selecting a simple prepackaged remedy from a limited menu, like a service engineer with a broken washing machine;  and more like expert consultants, using these principles to customise to context, to innovate, design and reconfigure their diagnoses and solutions as they go.   

Tilley (2006 in press) makes the case for both kinds of practice being valid in different circumstances centring on the underlying simplicity or complexity of the crime problem being addressed.  Consequently, both kinds of supporting knowledge should be available in appropriate forms;  but the focus in this chapter remains on the neglected, expert end of the scale. 



Knowledge Requirements for
Practice — Design Specification 1

Structure, content, terminology & concepts

Structure of community safety action

e Multiple levels
* Practical methods
e Generic principles

e Specific causal mechanisms_
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To support the kind of expert-practitioner approach just described, the principles of knowledge management suggest that the knowledge gleaned from process and impact evaluations should meet certain requirements of, structure, content, and terminology and concepts. 

The structure of the knowledge base must help practitioners to flip nimbly between thinking at several levels and from alternative viewpoints.  
From an immediate, implementation perspective, we have to help practitioners think, and share information about practical, tangible methods – like installing CCTV, running particular activities in youth clubs, or fixing gates on the alleyways behind houses. Given the importance of process, we should be able to retrieve good practice elements of method derived from each stage of a project. For example, if a burglary scheme implemented a rather lacklustre intervention, it may still have developed an extremely useful and novel method of mobilising the local community – this is an element of good practice which could be used in a range of other circumstances such as in tackling car crime.  Recombination of such elements contributes to the capacity for innovation.
From an analytic perspective we have to try to extract information on higher-level principles such as surveillance and on theories like social learning theory (theories are the ultimate in compressed knowledge), and very specific causal mechanisms – how principles actually combine and play out in detailed configurations in any given context. 



Knowledge Requirements for
Practice — Design Specification 2

Content

 Know About crime and safety

« Know What works
e |inks to theory/ mechanism
e In detall
e In context - Troublesome tradeoffs
e Know How
o Tasks of preventive action in process
 Elements of good practice at all stages

Terminology & conceptual framework
e Consistent, clear & rigorous
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On content:
Knowledge about crime problems, their causes and consequences is as essential for guiding practice as it is for policy.  The same applies to What Works knowledge. But for successfully sharing and replicating good practice lessons and supporting innovation our knowledge base must be capable of describing process in a way that promotes the intelligent reconstruction of community safety actions by describing every stage of developing and delivering them.   
The knowledge base must extract information on the original context of the project, and how that context was thought to contribute to successful analysis, intervention, implementation and impact. One important factor to capture in adapting to different contexts is what I call Troublesome Tradeoffs (eg Ekblom 2005).  By these, I mean the tricky balances that must be creatively resolved in designing any community safety activity (such as a surveillance strategy for a shopping centre) or designing a product (such as a crime-resistant car).  How do we maximise security for reasonable cost, whilst also respecting convenience, privacy, aesthetics, environmental issues, social exclusion and sales figures? The general principles behind a new replication may be similar to the original project that is being copied. But the pressures, constraints and possibilities for realisation may be very different in new contexts, leading to rather different solutions in practice (ODPM/Home Office 2004). 

The knowledge base also requires a standard terminology (Ekblom 2002a,b; 2004b). Its absence limits what can be described and retrieved in a knowledge base.  This is especially a problem with international knowledge bases. Underlying the terminology should be a consistent and rigorous conceptual framework. [More on next slide]


Specification for Terminology
and Conceptual Framework

e Should be a precision tool for capturing, consolidating
& sharing knowledge to facilitate:

e Thinking - systematic mapping of crime problems, causes
and interventions to support a problem-oriented approach at
tactical to strategic levels

e Supporting disciplined innovation and creativity

* Planning

e Education and training

 Articulating and integrating theory, mapping mechanisms

« Communication and collaboration with colleagues and
partners, locally and internationally

 Requires a suite of clear definitions of activities and
Institutions that interlock
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This is about supplying people with precision tools for the job of crime prevention and community safety. The development and widespread use of a strong conceptual framework has several important advantages for the performance of community safety. by supporting the capture, storage, retrieval, transfer and application of knowledge. A strong framework:
Enables integrated, strategic thinking about causes and solutions – some people currently speak only a law enforcement language, others the language of civil reduction and community safety.  And some people focus exclusively on situations, others just on offenders.
As well as supporting analytic thinking, it provides a ‘generative grammar’ for creating plausible new ideas for community safety action.
Enhances clarity of planning preventive action, and quality assurance of implementation.
Supports education and training. Learning works best when practitioners have a complete mental schema (Bloch 2000; Ekblom 2002a) with which they can organise their knowledge, and assess and assimilate new facts whether transmitted from above or from peers. 
By articulating and integrating theory in a common language it makes it accessible for practitioners to learn and use.
Facilitates communication and collaboration between diverse partners:  the police may use one term, social workers a different one. This also important internationally.

To act as precision tools, the terms and concepts need a suite of clear definitions that interlock [gesture – fingers] with each other.




Existing Practice Guidance & Knowledge
Frameworks for Community Safety

e Process — SARA

e Scanning
AW
 Response

e Assessment

e Causation and Intervention — Crime Triangle
 Victim/Target
* Place
o Offender
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How good are existing frameworks?  I have to say, not very good at all.
In contrast, say, to medicine, the practice guidance literature in the community safety field has no regularity of structure or precise and consistent terminology, and cumulation of knowledge is sporadic and inconsistent. Each of the Home Office Development and Practice Reports covering community safety is entirely self-contained and independently-structured;  so are the toolkits in the UK Crime Reduction website – and the ‘theory’ section of that website can best be described as ‘pick ‘n’ mix’. Although descriptions of good practice centre on some common concepts, the reports in question have seemed partly to reinvent the terminology and framework with every publication. 
The framework to capture and play back the process of community safety action that most commonly does appear in these and other publications in the English-speaking world is SARA (Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment). The framework for crime causes and interventions is the Crime Triangle (Offender, Place, Target/Victim). Both are well-described and illustrated in Clarke and Eck’s guide for crime analysts (Clarke and Eck 2005)  and the American COPS publications, a range of practice guides focusing on specific crime problems.  But are SARA and the Crime Triangle up to the demanding specifications for a knowledge framework set out above?  


Limitations of Existing Frameworks

« SARA Is very simple & easy to learn, but:

e Has insufficient detail to organise knowledge &
guide thinking, especially Response stage

e Does not distinguish mechanisms, principles &
methods

e Crime Triangle Is also easy to learn, but:

e Again has insufficient detail/ depth to take
practitioners beyond ‘kindergarten’ stage

e Limitations restrict research too
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Sadly, I don’t think so. 

SARA and the Crime Triangle are easily-grasped instant introductions to the problem-oriented approach to community safety. Without doubt, they serve this purpose well. But once practitioners have understood the basics, they will rapidly find little depth to guide action further, let alone foster the development of expertise.  Nor do these frameworks inspire or support the creativity vital to take community safety to new contexts and keep up with social change and adaptive criminals (Ekblom 1997).  SARA’s ‘Response’ confuses several quite distinct activities (described in the next section). There is no consistent organisation of knowledge at more detailed levels. The Crime Triangle offers incomplete coverage of the immediate causes and theories of crime, especially under-representing the offender side.  




...LiIke a Wardrobe with no Shelves or Hangers

o= e e 4
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If you like, SARA and the Crime Triangle are a bit like a wardrobe with no shelves, drawers or hangers -  you have to put all the clothes into them in a great big pile, and when you go to the wardrobe to retrieve the clothes, they all fall out in an enormous heap… and it takes a long time to find the right socks.  So it is for finding the right knowledge! 


Meeting the Spec:

Elements of New Framework

 Definitions including
* Crime Prevention, Community safety
 Institutional settings — judicial, civil, parajudicial
e 5|s - Process

e Know how

* A language and a map for describing all the tasks of the
preventive process and thereby capturing and sharing good
practice knowledge

e Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity

 Know about crime, Know what works to prevent it

» Conceptual framework to map \\’ //
e Immediate causes of criminal events and

e preventive interventions in those causes
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The new framework that I have been developing since the mid-nineties has several elements which attempt to build on existing frameworks and overcome their limitations.

It comprises a suite of definitions including crime prevention and community safety

A map of the main crime prevention process, the 5Is framework, which assembles know how and systematically captures and shares knowledge.  5Is was developed for the EU Crime Prevention Network and has been used in a number of what works conferences there;  also used, for example, by the Swedish National Crime Prev Council.

Finally, covering knowledge about crime and safety, and knowledge of what works to prevent it, we have the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity framework. This maps out the immediate causes of criminal events and the families of preventive intervention in those causes.


Defining Crime Prevention

Ethically-acceptable and evidence-based

advance action intended to reduce the risk of
criminal events

* by intervention In their causes

Or alternative discourse
e by frustrating criminal goals, through
disrupting activities and organisations

directed towards their pursuit
Note:
e Risk = possibllity, probability and harm
e Causes Includes risk and protective factors
(otherwise why bother manipulating these?)
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So here is my definition of crime prevention.  It’s deliberately very broad, and not linked to any particular theory or approach, although it does link to theory in general, via causes.


Defining Community Safety

* An aspect of the quality of life

« A state of existence in which people, individually & collectively:

Are sufficiently free from / reassured about a range of real &
perceived hazards/ harms including crime & related
misbehaviour

Are able to cope with those which they nevertheless
experience, or

Are otherwise sufficiently protected from their
consequences.......

To allow them to pursue the necessities of their social and
economic lives

To exercise their skills and
To create and enjoy wealth in the widest sense
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Community safety is a much more complex concept that goes far beyond prevention of individual criminal events. It’s linked to the quality of life and Jerzy S’ harm reduction approach.  This definition has been co-developed over several years with a range of stakeholders within police training, probation, and local and central government.

Don’t run thru – just refer

If you want to contribute to the ongoing development of these definitions, you’re very welcome – just check the crimeframeworks section of designagainstcrime.com and send me an email.


‘b L LIGENCE

: RVENTION

| EMENTATION

The Five Is

The tasks of the
Preventive Process
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From definitions we move on to the 5Is framework for crime reduction. As a description of the Preventive Process, 5Is comprises a series of tasks. 
 Intelligence is about gathering and analysing information on crime problems and their causes and consequences. 
  Intervention is about action to block, disrupt or weaken those causes and risk factors, in ways which are wherever possible are evidence-based and appropriate to the crime problem and the context. 
  Implementation involves converting the in-principle interventions into practical methods., and putting them into action on the ground. 
  Involvement covers mobilising other agencies, companies and individuals in the community to play their part in implementing the intervention, and it also covers the more symmetrical partnership. 
  Finally, evaluation of Impact and cost-effectiveness. Process evaluation can be covered  under the relevant tasks of the process.  Context information can be collected for each task – not just for the intervention mechanism.  Could for example have information on the context necessary for mobilising people, as in NH Watch.
 


5Is Builds on SARA

e Scanning and
e Analysis for Intelligence

 Response through Intervention,

Implementation and Involvement
 Assessment of Impact

But is more detailed, more structured
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It’s fairly obvious that 5Is builds on SARA. Not at all throwing away what has been achieved, but modifying it. 5Is reorganises the tasks and in particular, breaks the crude task of Response into 3 distinct aspects. You could say that SARA supplies the action words – the verbs – whilst 5Is comprises the nouns of the knowledge produced or used by that action.  The noun structure allows us to go into much more detail as I’ll show. 


Organising and Communicating
the Framework —
the Zoom Structure (1)

Message: The 5 1s

Map: Subheadings

Methodology: — Detailed frameworks & processes
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To help communicate the 5Is framework, it has 3 levels.   The 5 Is themselves are the Message.  This is an easily-remembered slogan  which communicates the basic concept in everyday language to a wide range of users. The next level of detail is the Map  - a detailed list of headings under each of the 5 Is.  This is suitable for managers and supervisors to be familiar with.  The final level is the Methodology.    This is the detailed guidance and knowledge that appears, or will appear, under each of the headings of the Map. It’s for the professional practitioners.   I haven’t the time to go through the whole Map, and certainly not the Methodology.  Besides, it is still under development.  But I can illustrate it  with some examples.  



The Zoom Structure (2)

Message: Intelligence:

Map: Causes, risk/ protective factors:

Methodology: Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity

NV
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Here is one example of zooming in.

   Message: Intelligence
  Map:  causes, risk/ protective factors popular in developmental prevention:
  Methodology: Just homing in on causeswell, you could use the Crime Triangle , but my preferred alternative is the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity. &


Detour:
Conjunction of

Criminal Opportunity
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Map of immediate causal mechs/ contextual factors for criminal events. Incorporates RAT but expands on it in detail, and in adding extra causes eg environmental,integrating widest range of theories; gives broader treatment of offender – important even for situational prevention

 Here's the criminal event.    Here are the causes - remote  through to immediate.   The conjunction itself sets out 11, generic, immediate causes of the crime problem tackled. These range from the offender side - such as their personality and their immediate motivation, which is influenced in turn by their current life circumstances such as drug addiction or poverty - to the situational side - what aspects of the environment and the people in it make crime more risky, less rewarding and more effort to commit.  CCO also involves two other sets of roles than the offender - preventers, who make crime harder, and promoters, who make it easier.  Preventers and promoters can be public, commercial or police, prison, probation or drug treatment officers.  

The benefit of this framework is that it gets practitioners to think across two major cultural divides -  across justice and civil reduction - and across the chasm between offender-oriented and situational reduction. CCO is deliberately inclusive – theory-friendly but not adherent to specific theories. It attempts to capture, and integrate, all the main theories such as RAT, Rational Offender, Crime Attractors and Generators, General Theory of Crime etc – all in one consistent language.  Most guides to practitioners lead them through a kind of market stall of these approaches and they have to fit them together as best they can.&




A Crime Prevention
Intervention
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We can also describe interventions using CCO.  
This shows how a   crime reduction intervention (trimming bushes in the wider environment) has blocked one of the causes (environmental concealment), leading to a disruption of the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity,  to decreased risk of the criminal event happening (ie reduction), and in this case   to successful reduction in crime, and   on to wider community benefits such as increased perception of safety, and social and economic regeneration.  
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Map of immediate causal mechs of intervention … and in background, contextual conditions for interventions to work/mechs to be triggered 

We can extend  this diagram to systematically map the entire range of generic types of intervention principles onto the generic causes of crime that they aim to block.  CCO aims to cover both civil and enforcement-based interventions, and both situational and offender-oriented ones, so it truly attempts to integrate the field. 

I should also say that CCO builds up from these basic analyses of causes and interventions, into an understanding of more complex ones at higher levels such as markets, networks and subcultures which enable us to extend the framework into sophisticated and organised crime, and terrorism. References are on our website. &





Back to 5Is: Zoom Structure (3)
Message: Involvement:

Map: Partnership, Mobilisation, Climate-setting:

Methodology: Mobilisation

e Clarify crime prevention roles/ tasks to achieve
e Locate appropriate preventive agents

e Alert them

e Inform them

e Motivate them

e Empower them - increase capacity

e Direct them - objectives, standards
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For a second example of how 5Is works, here is how it handles the task of Involvement.
 Under the heading of Involvement, the subhead of Mobilisation involves several linked activities  :
 Clarify the CP tasks that need to be achieved (intervention, specific facilitation of interventions by others or more general climate-setting). 
 Locate the preventive agents – identify institutions and individuals with the appropriate qualities to carry out the CP tasks, because of their assets (competences; wider resources including staff; significant positions of influence), their acceptability for the role and their interests. 
Once located, secure their cooperation and enhance their performance in pursuit of the designated goals by:
 Alerting them about  the crime problem, that they or others might be affected by it, that they might be contributing to its cause and/or might be capable of contributing to its cure.
 Motivating them to take on the CP task – through inherent  acceptance of its worth, exercise of responsibilities and duties, self-interest in its achievement or compliance with external incentives and sanctions linked to regulations and standards.
 Empowering them – building capacity and alleviating constraints by supplying  operational resources such as funds, staff and information;  appropriate legal powers;  competence; and  technical aids). (Of course, empowerment should have a second edge – checking that powers granted are not exceeded through over-zealous actions such as vigilantism.) 
 and possibly Directing them through objectives and standards, including quality standards.
Given the way society works, we are unlikely to succeed by atomistic approaches that rely on influencing individual agencies in isolation.  This CLAMED approach has to bring together a range of agencies in an integrated system of influence and support.  And to establish a receptive climate. &
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 In the beginning, all was darkness in the Valley of the shadow of drink.


Operation Moonshine



Operation Moonshine Intelligence

e General social/geographical context

e Evidence of crime problem — sources of
Information and analysis

e The crime problem/s tackled - pattern,
trend, offenders, MO

e \Wider crime problems
e Consequences of the crime problem/s

e IMmediate causes, risk & protective factors,
criminal careers
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The headings are on the screen, and I will describe the content. # First  of all, the general context of the problem.
The Borough of Test Valley, Hampshire is primarily rural. Valley Park, the project area, has around 7.5k residents. It is quite well-off - little unemployment. 1 per cent of the working age population were unemployed.  Nationally, Valley Park is among the 5% of least deprived neighbourhoods.  
# Evidence of the crime problem – sources of information and analysis
Crime data in this study involved recorded crime (mainly criminal damage, shoplifting, commercial burglary) and what the force termed Crime and Disorder Act (CADA) nuisance incidents (mainly juvenile nuisance, minor public disorder and noise nuisance).  The data was collected in a computerised crime reporting system and put on a map. People were reluctant to report this kind of crime, partly because they felt  that the police were not doing anything to tackle the disorder issues; so the crimes recorded only represented a fraction of the picture. 
A couple of more interesting points...  The local youth club was used to hold a focus group to identify their needs.  And the team defined acts of disorder as ‘anything that you can think of that would impact on your quality of life without being a criminal offence’. 
# The crime problem that the project aimed to tackle 
At the time the baseline data was collected in early 2002, each month there were around 70 antisocial incidents and crimes. 
The offenders were male and female, aged between about 12 and 18..  The local ones were from relatively rich families in the London commuter belt..  
There was also a less wealthy set of migrant offenders who came from further afield including Southampton. In terms of Modus Operandi,
Groups of youths up to 50 strong would congregate around the shopping centre, drinking alcohol which made them progressively noisy and disorderly, eventually leading in some cases to violence (particularly where local groups of youths interacted with others from outside the area).     [contd on hidden slide]
                                                                                                                     


Operation Moonshine
Intelligence: Causes - CCO

Wider Environment
Offender Presence
Target Enclosure
Resources for Crime

Readiness to Offend

Crime Preventers
Crime Promoters

Higher-level cause — drug market


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now we move onto causes and use the headings of CCO.
#  Wider Environment
The raised flowerbed attracted youths to assemble on the flattened earth to drink their alcohol.  The rough state also encouraged littering.
A shop close by provided light, and shelter from a canopy.
Migrant offenders were attracted to the area because of the wealthier local youths, who had money for alcohol.
#  Offenders’ Presence in crime situation
Some of the youths involved in the trouble in Valley park lived nearby. The influx of youths from the surrounding areas led to conflicts with  the local male youths over the local females. 
#  Target Enclosure (buildings, compounds etc)
We’ve already heard of the shop with poor external security measures.
#  Resources for committing crime (tools, weapons, know-how)
Loose bricks within the flowerbed were used in vandalism.
Some of the migrant offenders turned up with golf clubs and other weapons.
Mobile phones were sometimes used to draw gang members together and coordinate escape from the police.
#  Readiness to Offend (immediate motivational and emotional factors)
One obvious motivating factor was Boredom through inadequacy of local leisure facilities. The absence of legitimate entertainment on which to spend their sizeable disposable incomes may have led them to spend it on alcohol.
The youths also had difficulty getting access to leisure facilities further away. The nearby towns did offer some entertainment for this age group, but travel involved money and time; also the transport system was not good.
Underage consumption of alcohol acted in the all-too familiar way, to increase the readiness of the youths to misbehave.  It also seemed to play a symbolic role, for expressing their independence.
How did they get hold of the booze? Some stole it from the ‘soft target’ shop, but others got it indirectly through the inaction or action of various crime preventers and promoters.     [contd on hidden slide]



Operation Moonshine — Intervention

Modification of carrier bags

Targeted High visibility police patrols

Acceptable Behaviour Contracts for persistent offenders
Target hardening of retail store to prevent alcohol theft

=GRV

8. Mobile recreation unit

10. Drop in centre for youths

11. A healthy living centre for youths

12. A forest location as alternative place for youths to gather
13. Disrupting a possible drugs market targeting youths
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Here are the interventions we extracted from the practitioners.
There is no time for describing all 13, so I will just run through 2 or 3 to show the kind of information we captured.  

[Acceptable Behaviour Contracts (ABCs) are written agreements between a young person, the local housing office or Registered Social Landlord (RSL) and the local police in which the person agrees not to carry out a series of identifiable behaviours which have been defined as antisocial. The contracts are primarily aimed at young people aged between 10 and 18.]



Operation Moonshine Intervention

e How It works - causally
e Practical

e Analytic
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So we move on to Interventions. Interventions #  are how the action works in terms of cause and effect. 
As I said before, interventions can be described on #  both practical and # analytical levels - respectively methods, and principles  -  both kinds of information are  necessary for intelligent replication of good practice, and 5Is tries to reflect this. &


Operation Moonshine - Intervention 5

Method:
« Removing the flowerbed from the row of shop
Principles: \ i

 Environmental design

* Restricting resources for crime
e Deflecting offenders from crime situe
e Reassurance

Risks of countermoves:
e Ram-raiding
Counter-countermoves:

e Bollards!
 With sharp bits
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Intervention 5: Removing a flowerbed from the front of row of shops
#  Method:	Removing the flowerbed from the row of shops
#  Principles:	Environmental design; Restricting resources for crime; Deflecting offenders from a crime situation; Reassurance
They removed that flowerbed, which was actually reducing the image of the area, not enhancing it.  This prevented the youths from misusing the loose bricks.  The area no longer attracted gatherings of youths as there was now nowhere to sit.  The action also removed an intimidating gauntlet that shoppers previously had to run to gain access.
#  Risks of method 5: 
Local retailers were concerned that removal of the flowerbed would take away the protection from ram-raiders.  So bollards (with sharp heads) were placed at frequent intervals on the paved area to prevent ram-raiders targeting the shops.  In anticipation of misuse as seats, they were given sharp heads.  #  Painful thought!


(—

Operation Moonshine - Intervention 6

Method:

« Community clean up

Principles:

e Reassurance

e Deterrence

 Mobilising preventers
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Intervention 6: Community clean up 
#  Method:	# Community clean up of Valley Park
#  Principles:	# Reassurance; Deterrence; Motivating preventers 
Community wardens and some members of the public cleared up litter and generally tidied up the area by Valley Park shops.  This apparently boosted reassurance (although it is difficult to measure direct impact), through the visible presence of community wardens and an apparently cleaner and safer place.  It may also have engendered feelings of ownership and augmented collective efficacy. . Removing the ‘signs of crime’ and establishing standards, may also be seen as applying  ‘Broken windows’ principles to reduce misbehaviour and set rules.  The clean-up also served the ‘involvement function’ of mobilising/ engaging residents.


Operation Moonshine - Intervention 7

Method:

e Youth shelter for
local kids

Principles:

« Removing offenders
from crime situation and from

alcohol
 Reducing readiness to ofend bv
meeting needs legitimate
NELES

e Inappropriate graffiti
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Intervention 7: Youth shelter
# [picture]
#  Method:	Youth shelter for local juveniles
#  Principles:	 Diverting offenders from the crime situation and from alcohol; Reducing readiness to offend by meeting needs legitimately
The project team installed a youth shelter that provided a personal space for young people to gather in and socialise without being a nuisance to others.  This was intended to divert youths from hanging around the shops and also to keep them away from sources of alcohol.  The shelter was installed as a result of consultation with youths carried out by the social services. 
#  Risks 
When the youth shelter was set up the police told the youths that it was their property so they had to take responsibility for it.  If the shelter was destroyed, the police would remove it.  The shelter did get graffiti from the youths, but the police considered this to be acceptable in principle, unless the message was obscene or racist.  Then, the local bobby sprayed it out with a can which he carried in his bicycle saddlebag  #.  &


Operation Moonshine — Intervention 9

Method:

* Arresting/cautioning of ASB offenders
Principles:

 Removing offenders from crime situation

* Giving offenders resources to avoid offending
(education)

* Deterrence and discouragement

* Mobilising preventers (parents)

« Gateway to CJS; to range of youth services
Risks:

« Countermoves by offenders
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Intervention 9: Arresting/Cautioning of ASB offenders
#  Method:	Arresting/cautioning of ASB offenders
#  Principles:	Removing offenders from the crime situation; Giving offenders resources to avoid offending (education); Deterrence and discouragement; Mobilising preventers (parents);  acting as a gateway to CJS; and  to youth services
The police used cautions for the 1st and 2nd time ASB offenders, which involved threatening the offender with arrest if they continued to commit offences.  For more persistent offenders the police arrested them and sent them to the youth courts.  In either case the police would recommend the youth in question to seek youth services – which offered advice on citizenship, drugs and alcohol, etc.  This process was boosted by the police approaching the offenders’ parents and showing them video footage to confirm their child’s involvement in ASB.  This helped engage this group to tackle their children’s offending. 
#  Risks of method 9: Attempting to arrest offenders – countermoves by offenders
Youths often resisted arrest – using mobile phones to warn of impending approach, and ‘starbursting’ # , running in every different direction.  They hid in bushes.  They also used hedges to conceal alcohol, so that if caught they were no longer had it in their hands.  The council dealt with this by lowering the height of hedges and bushes  #.  


Operation Moonshine - Implementation

e Converting method into action on the ground —
management, planning and supervision

e Targeting of the action on the crime problem,
offender, place and victim

e Inputs of £, HR, capacity-building

e Monitoring, quality-assuring and adjusting the
action in the light of feedback — adaptability

e Outputs achieved for each method
e Risks/blockages in implementation

e EXIt strategy/ expansion/ continual revision in
case of changing fashions in ASB
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Implementation involves converting the in-principle interventions... into practical methods, and putting them into effect in ways which are appropriate for the local context.  Only time to give a couple of examples.  Headings include:
#  Converting the method into action on the ground – management,  planning and supervision
# Targeting of the action on the crime problem, offender, place and victim
# Inputs of £, human resources, capacity-building
# Monitoring, quality-assuring and adjusting the action in the light of feedback
Here’s an example - some lessons learnt from the implementation process:
The first lesson was the need for Adaptability. There was a degree of learning from what didn’t work, so that the eventual project was a result of having tried out different options. 
The practitioner team judged on past experience that the interventions would only be effective for 3-5 years, because of changing fashions in antisocial behaviour - so to sustain the project,  they had to continually re-assess alternatives. 
# Outputs achieved – for each method
# Risks/blockages in implementation
# Exit strategy/ expansion  &


Operation Moonshine - Involvement

e Partners

« Hampshire Police Force

 Test Valley / Eastleigh Borough Councils
 Neighbourhood Wardens
 Representative from alocal shop
 Residents Association

 Youth Service

 Local Landowners — of the parade of shops
e Parish Council

 Climate setting

« Managing the public’s expectations

 Mobilisation for active participation
 Risks/blockages of Involvement

e Conflict between young and old
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Involvement is about partnership, mobilisation and climate setting.  

# There were lots of partners, as you can see.

# Climate setting involved some tricky work managing the public’s expectations about the police response to antisocial behaviour
# and there was mobilisation of parents, other residents, shopkeepers and others. I have a framework for this, too, but I don’t want to strain your patience!
# Risks and blockages included the conflict between the young and old - and the project team arranged some successful mediation - including inviting the elderly residents to the opening of the youth shelter. &


Operation Moonshine - Involvement

« Hampshire Police Force

Crime reduction officer and police beat constable
formed the core project co-ordinating team

Monitored changes in ASB offences/ disorder incidents
Offered advice on prevention to the other key partners
Chaired the steering group/committee meetings
Located sources of funding for the project

Local basic command unit — carried out targeted police
patrols Involving a mixture of covert and overt
observations of the crime/ASB problem
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Here are some of the many crime prevention tasks carried out or led  by the police. &


Operation Moonshine - Involvement

e Test Valley)/ Eastleigh Borough Councils

Community safety officer and relevant services attended
committee meetings

Funded alterations to the local community centre
Supported services for youths at leisure centre
Provided the supporting use of neighbourhood wardens

Involved in representing the local council’s views at the
committee meetings

Consulted on developing council owned land
Willing to support ABC contracts and ASBO

ASBO officers showed videos of offending to parents
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And this is what the local councils did. &


Operation Moonshine — Impact

e Process evaluation

* Wherever there’s a process, it can be evaluated
and benchmarked

 Impact evaluation
* Intermediate outcomes
e Ultimate outcomes
e Sustainability of implementation
e Sustainability of impact

* Replicability
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Here are the main headings for Impact. # # # # # Replicability is particularly important.  The aim is to try to identify any special contextual conditions at each stage of the project, from Intelligence through to Involvement, which were vital to make the project work, but which may be hard to establish in other places.  &
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And here are some impact results of the ongoing interventions.  The blue line is the action area, the green line the surrounding town and the red line the rest of the county.  Net reduction in antisocial behaviour incidents we estimated at around 75% fewer than expected on the basis of background trends. I won’t go through this now, especially because Larry Sherman is watching and this is a fairly ‘soft’ evaluation that we did retrospectively.  But that does raise a serious issue, namely that trying to obtain examples of good practice that have been evaluated to even the lowest standard, is extremely difficult.  It’s a big challenge for a knowledge base. &
Recorded crime fell from 74 offences (covering mainly criminal damage, shoplifting, burglary from a shop), in January –December 2002 to 53 offences in the same period in 2003, equating to just under a 30% decrease in these offences not considering background effects.  Incidents (mainly youths gathering in intimidating numbers, noise disorder, minor public disorder) showed a substantial reduction of around 79%, falling from 68 incidents in Jan-December 2002 to 14 in the same period for 2003, not taking background changes into consideration. Following the interventions in The Close there were 75% fewer ASB incidents there (51 fewer cases in 15 months) than expected on the basis of past levels and background trends. Overall falls in Valley Park as a whole may partly be attributable to the spillover of the effects of action within The Close – a case of diffusion of benefit. Taking displacement/diffusion of benefit into account, net reductions in ASB incidents in the whole of Valley Park attributable to the project action were estimated at 44% (106 cases in 15 months). 
Burglary and shoplifting were included in the analysis of ASB in this study, as these related to the acquisition of alcohol, which as described above was a important contributory factor to ASB in the area.  There is anecdotal evidence that police patrol time and overtime was reduced as a result of the project; it was noted that an expected migration of the residents away from the area as a result of increasing ASB had not occurred as a probable outcome from the interventions.
The rest of Valley Park (the buffer zone) appears to follow the trend in the background comparison area – there is no overt evidence of displacement from the target area.  Rather, the steeper fall in the buffer zone relative to the background comparison area (44% versus 20% from Phase 0 to Phase 1) suggests either a local background trend in the whole of Eastleigh that was coincidental to the intervention, or diffusion of benefit, where the action in the target area was having a wider than intended effect.  If the former, this would imply the net impact of the intervention was less than the gross 75%/51 incidents figure above.  If the latter, it would be more.  The latter seems more plausible in this case.
Note: The recorded crime analysis was conducted by Eastleigh Police, the incident impact analysis was carried out independently by the Home Office.




Further Applications

for 5Is Framework
Beyond capturing good practice examples:

o Synthesis/ testing of principles and theories
e Failure-mode analysis at each ‘I’
 Framework and source for toolkits and training

e Supporting gap analyses for research, and
strategic overviews for policy and delivery

e Prospective business-planning/appraising tool,
for project development and monitoring of
Implementation - ‘playback’ beside ‘record’
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Well, that concludes my main message. But while I have your attention (I hope I have it!), I would just like to point out some wider applications for both the 5Is framework and the CCO.  I won’t go through them in any detail, but you can look at the slides in the handout.
When we assemble this kind of rich information captured through evaluations of  individual projects, there are many uses for it if the quality and accessibility are good enough.  They include
Synthesis and testing of principles and theories and conveying this information through   toolkits and training.  Extracting and synthesising knowledge from many projects is important and probably a more efficient way of organising knowledge to guide practitioners than a purely case-study approach, though electronic versions mean that we can flip from one to the other quite readily.
Police and others are notorious for not learning from their mistakes.  They talk about ‘reinventing the wheel,’ but they continually reinvent the flat tyre. You can  do failure-mode analysis at each ‘I’ and subhead - what went wrong, what can be learned?  In this respect 5Is offers far more detailed analysis than the familiar ‘theory failure, implementation failure, measurement failure’.
Supporting gap analyses for research, and strategic overviews for creating policies and designing their effective delivery through mainstream programmes.  In preparing 5Is descriptions from various project evaluations within the former Crime Reduction Programme  it became clear that there were quite significant gaps in the process information collected by the evaluators - if only they’d had something like 5Is to guide them at the time of data collection.  It would have helped, too, in writing up the site reports - the information was often distributed in lots ofdifferent places and virtually had to be beaten out of the documents sometimes.  
Most of these uses of 5Is are retrospective - after the projects have been implemented and evaluated. But the same framework could be used prospectively as a tool for business-planning and option appraisal, for project development and for implementation. 



Further Applications for the
Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity

* Organised crime/ drug dealing

e Terrorism

 Cybercrime

e Design Against Crime — crime proofing of products
 Crime Impact Assessment/ Risk Assessment

e Horizon scanning

o Offender interviews

* |nvestigation of crime

 Understanding / describing Modus Operand]
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Here are some further applications of the CCO.  Quite a few of them are futures-oriented – crime proofing, crime impact assessment (like environmental impact assessment) and horizon scanning. Some of them can perhaps aid investigation – looking at the unique causes that have come together to make one particular crime happen., or analysing MO information for both prevention and investigation.


The Question of Simplicity
Simplicity preferred, but...
Crime prevention/ community safety are complex

Ashby’s Law of Requisite Variety — to understand
complexity in reality, you have to have sufficient
complexity in your model.

So: It's futile dumbing down to communicate with
practitioners, if what you communicate can’t deliver
successful prevention. Or provide adequate
foundation for research.

Any complexity must be appropriate and deliberate
Language must be sophisticated but communicable
5ls tackles this by zoom / interactive graphics

5ls best learned as primary schema for prevention
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Well, those are the frameworks I’ve been developing. 

A knowledge management framework has to be communicable, understandable and memorable in itself.
Undoubtedly, the specifications that I’ve developed for the structure and content of knowledge needed to support high standards of policy, delivery and practice make for some complexity.  There are, of course, many proponents of simplicity. A prominent figure in the UK community safety field once advised me to simplify my ideas in order to get them across.  With practitioners, he went on, we would be lucky to have them remember just one or two simple slogans.  Is this a valid argument, albeit put rather patronisingly? After all, the basic premise of crime prevention is extremely simple (cut the causes to cut the crime).  My own view is that it is wrong:  reliance on simplicity alone has plainly neither delivered successful community safety, nor Problem-Oriented Policing. 
To a large extent the specification for knowledge, and thus for the evaluations needed to feed that knowledge base, themselves embody the case for complexity – yes, community safety is that complex. However, to place things in context, architectural or medical students would surely laugh at complaints that CCO and 5Is are complex relative to the knowledge structures they have to assimilate and apply.  They are also simple relative to the complexity of knowledge and procedures for police investigation and evidence handling.
Whatever the case, leading proponents of the Problem-Oriented approach also acknowledge that undertaking this approach is more complex and demanding than originally thought. But – by remaining with SARA and the Crime Triangle they are building on too narrow a base for policy, delivery and practice;  equally serious, it is too narrow a base to support the leading edge of research. 
Ashby’s Law of Requisite Variety (Ashby 1957), a cybernetics principle that has had wide currency in the organisational world, articulates the problem. To paraphrase: our mental frameworks must reflect the complexity of the problems they are intended to tackle or understand;  it takes complexity to deal with complexity.  In more everyday language:  given the complexity of community safety practice, it is futile dumbing down community safety knowledge into slogans and rapid-read case studies to aid communication to practitioners, and one-dimensional guidance for the choices of policymakers, if these cannot inspire actions that are sophisticated enough to do good and avoid harm. 
Any complexity we introduce must however be appropriate, and deliberate. An unnecessary layer of complexity masquerading as simplicity is added by criminologists’ failure to integrate theory (Ekblom 2002a). In the criminological literature fragmentary part-models of causation abound. Each individual model (eg Routine Activities Theory (Cohen and Felson 1979)) is indeed simple, and often excellent in itself. But in both research literature and practical guidance they are all dumped in a heap, leaving each reader to figure out  for themselves how to combine them and cope with gaps, overlaps and competing explanations. 

5Is of course is not simple.  However, its complexity is not like that of quantum mechanics, but instead, like that of a tree – with simple branches that each split into further simple branches.    5Is has been designed to cope with the tradeoff between simplicity and complexity by ‘zooming’ in and out.  In the near future, if I can get funding, I hope to develop a graphical version- perhaps an interactive computerised one.
 It’s probably the case that 5Is will work best if practitioners are trained in it quite intensively – once they have the schema in their heads, it should simply become their way of looking at the crime reduction/ community safety world,and organising any new material they take in, in these terms – if you like, the wardrobe now has lots of shelves. 




Finally... Philosophy

 High investment in training, guidance and other
Infrastructure and capacity building leads to High
return in successful performance of crime prevention/
community safety/ Problem-Oriented Policing

* Major factor behind this Is richness of information
captured In evaluations

« And systematic collection and organisation of
knowledge for sharing, for policy, delivery and practice
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The philosophy behind 5Is is that a    high level of investment in concepts, knowledge, training, guidance and other infrastructure is necessary for a high yield in terms of successful performance in crime reduction and community safety. And a key part of this investment   is in the richness of structure and detail that we capture in our evaluations, and    the way we systematically collect and organise that knowledge for sharing.

To make this happen clearly requires a change of attitude towards complexity. Fear prevails in policymaking and delivery circles that practitioners can’t be prised from their comfort zones of SARA and Crime Triangle to accept something more fit for purpose, if initially more challenging.  But things are finally beginning to move in this direction in both Problem-Oriented Policing and wider community safety, as the importance of knowledge and the existence of complexity is recognised throughout the English-speaking world and in continental Europe.  But we cannot proceed far without the leading academic proponents and implementers of crime reduction, community safety and Problem-Oriented Policing programmes grasping the nettle of improving the frameworks for capturing and transferring knowledge, and the research and evaluation that feeds it. 




Where to Find Information
on 5Is and CCO

www.desighagainstcrime.com/crimeframeworks

Ekblom, P (2010, in press) Crime Prevention, Security and
Community Safety with the 5Is Framework

Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan

Please send comments, suggest improvements or
participate in development!

DESIGN e
p.ekblom@csm.arts.ac.uk chive . [


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Last of all, here is where to find further information. Do please contact me if you would like to apply any of these frameworks or to collaborate on developing them both conceptually or in practical, operational contexts.

Thanks!

http://www.designagainstcrime.com/crimeframeworks�
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