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How do Sherman and his colleagues define the concept of crime prevention in this chapter?
[bookmark: _GoBack]According to Sherman et. al. (2002), the concept of crime prevention is not ideal in the real world. The practice of crime prevention and the public policy set for it are not based on scientific evidence. Crime prevention and criminal justice programs may work or fail to be effective and instead may produce worse results. It is much contributed by the fact that most of these programs are funded and supported without scientific proof of their effectiveness. Instead, Sherman et. al. (2002), believes that the policymakers and the lawmakers have neglected their responsibilities of using the tax to fund for effective programs set to ensure crime prevention. Just like it is practiced in the medical field, the local customs, subjective impressions and opinions of police in practice in crime prevention largely differ with the evidenced-based policies and principles in the court system.
Sherman et. al. (2002) complains of how the term crime prevention is usually defined by its punishments and consequences rather than the intentions. The consequences are categorized into two; the number of criminal offenders and the number of crime events. Others view it as the amount of harm prevented (Reiss & Roth, 1993). Farrell (1995) views crime prevention as the number of people made victims repeatedly. 
Sherman et. al. (2002), feels that the concept of crime prevention would only get effective when the debate concerning crime prevention change from be based on the labels of punishments but instead be based on prevention or provide the definition using a scientific approach. As a result, the policy might be made based on the emotional appeal rather than on the solid scientific evidence of the effectiveness of that policy.

How is their conception of crime prevention relevant to your readings about specialty courts from this module?
The conception of crime prevention provided on the reading by Sherman et. al. (2002) is relevant to the specialty courts. According to the Sherman et. al. (2002), the law should evaluate a crime prevention program should satisfy three significant aspects. The first aspect, a crime prevention program should ensure reduction on youth substance abuse, young gang activity, juvenile crime and delinquency and any other high-risk factors. The second aspect in crime prevention program is ensuring reduction in the risk factors in schools, community and in family environment and in juvenile. Lastly, crime prevention should increase the protective factors that are aimed to reduce crime behavior and delinquency. 
In specialty courts, the punishments to a crime can either prevent future crimes or stimulate a future crime or even have no effect on the victim at all. Usually, for he cases of juvenile offenders, the policy to crime prevention, should be driven by a goal to discourage future crimes. In most situations, the punishments and policies set in criminal justice and in crime prevention have no effect to the offender; instead, it even encourages or stimulates a future crime. Sherman et. al. (2002), advocates for effective crime prevention policy which will actually prevent a future crime from happening. The crime prevention policy should first be critically evaluated before it is implemented to avoid funding an ineffective policy.
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